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Mr.  Stephen  Coyle,  Director 
Boston  Redevelopinent  Authority 
One  City  Hall  Square 
Boston,  MA  02201 

Dear  Stephen: 

It  is  my  understanding  that  you  will  close  the  comment  period  on 
^hase  I  of  the  South  End  Neighborhood  Housing  Initiative  (SENHI) 
this  coming  Monday  evening.  I  would  like  to  offer  the  following  to 
make  sure  that  my  sense  of  the  issues  is  included  in  the  summary  of 
the  written  comments  presented  to  the  community  at  Monday's  meeting. 

Affordadility  is  my  top  priority  whenever  the  city  sells  vacant 
land  or  buildings  for  housing  development. 

In  198A,  I  ended  the  auction  process  for  the  sale  of  city 
property  to  the  highest  bidder.  In  its  place,  we  developed  a 
residential  disposition  program  which  seeks  affordability  as  a 
central  component  of  any  development  proposal  selected  for  purchase 
of  city  property  at  a  below  market  price.  We  also  require  a 
timetable  for  swift  development,  virtually  ending  the  speculative 
purchase  of  abandoned  buildings  and  land  with  no  financing  or 
development  plans. 

While  I  am  very  pleased  that  we  surpassed  my  1986  housing 
production  goal  of  3400  units  with  3,715  housing  starts,  I  am 
especially  proud  that  1,31A  of  these  new  homes  were  permitted  with 
either  public  land  or  public  financing.  This  new  level  of 
publicly-assisted  housing  production  created  1,028  new  homes  for  low 
and  moderate  income  families  and  individuals. 

This  achievement  can  be  linked  directly  to  tne  decision  to  end 
the  auction  process  and  seek  to  maximize  affordable  housing 
development  on  city  owned  land  and  vacant  buildings.   The 
residential  disposition  program  allowed  us  to  use  city  land  and  the 
strong  Boston  housing  market  to  build  affordable  housing  despite  the 
historic  withdrawal  of  federal  housing  funds. 
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I  believe  that  the  SENHI  program  offers  us  an  opportunity  to 
further  expand  affordable  housing  opportunities  for  residents  of 
Boston's  neighborhoods.  Careful  consideration  must  be  given  as  well 
to  the  need  to  preserve  open  space  and  recreational  uses  which  are 
vital  to  the  quality  of  life  in  the  South  End.  In  keeping  with  this 
committment  to  affordable  housing,  I  recommend  the  Boston 
Redevelopment  Authority  identify  all  available  resources  and 
technical  capacity. 

Following  the  presentation  of  written  comments  and  any 
additional  testimony  offered  at  Monday  evening's  South  End  community 
meeting,  I  would  like  to  move  toward  a  public  announcement  of 
affordability  standards  later  in  the  week  and  swift  publication  of 
the  other  requirements  and  technical  assistance  offered.  This  will 
allow  us  to  actively  seek  housing  development  proposals  for  the  six 
vacant  buildings  and  six  vacant  parcels  which  make  up  Phase  I  of  the 
SENHI  program. 

Unless  and  until  the  federal  government  returns  to  the  challenge 
of  building  housing  for  working  families  and  the  poor,  we  will  never 
succeed  completely  in  meeting  the  housing  needs  in  our  city.  All 
the  more,  we  must  take  advantage  of  every  possible  resource 
remaining  to  create  affordable  housing.  The  SENHI  program  gives  us 
the  opportunity  to  break  new  ground  in  the  struggle  to  build 
affordable  housing  without  substantial  federal  support. 


^^.-Sincerel 


FI5 
Mayor  of  Boston 
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1.  INTRODUCTION 


MEMORANDUM 

TO:  The   South    End 

FROM:  Stephen   Coyle,    Director 

DATE:  January   12,    1986 

SUBJECT:  Public   Comments   on   SENHI 


Approximately   nine  months   ago   a   community   discussion    began   on   the  South 
End    Neighborhood    Housing    Initiatix/e   (SENHI).      The   purpose  of  the  discussion 
was   to   involve  the  community   in   shaping   the   program   elements   and   guidelines 

for   SENHI  . 

To  date,    over  fifteen   meetings   have   been   held   with   South    End    residents   and 
city    representatives   to   gain   community    input.      The   meetings   covered    issues 
such   as   affordability,    open   space   and   gardens,    parking,    technical   assistance, 
and   development  scheduling.      Comments  on   ail   aspects  of  the  SENHI    proposal 
were   requested   of  the   community.      The   BRA   and   the   Mayor's   Office  of 
Neighborhood   Services   have   received   over  50   letters  from   South    End    residents 
and   organizations   indicating   specific   suggestions   to   improve  the   initiative. 
The  sense  of  the  comments  are  listed   below  by   issue. 

Affordability 

The  issues  discussed   in  the  comment  letters  covered  the  full   range  of  topics 
raised    in  the  community  debate,    most  notably,   the  critical   question  of 
affordability.      The  preponderance  of  the  comments   received   requested  that  a 
greater  degree  of  affordability  be  established  as  the  threshold   requirement  for 
the  plan.      Specifically,    the  majority  of  comments  supported  the   requirement 
that  one-third  of  the  units   produced   be   rented  or  sold  to  families  with 
incomes   at   a   below   50%  of  the   SMSA   median    income;    one-third   at  or   below   80% 
of  the   SMSA   median;    and   one-third   at  market   levels. 

A   significant  but  lesser  number  of  comments  supported  establishing  a  35%  limit 
on   affordability.      Recommendations  were  also  made  for  100%,    and  50%  afford- 
ability. 

A   number  of  comments   suggested  that  affordability  should   be  tied  to  the 
write-down  of  the   land   cost;    and  that  this  write-down   be  the  major  form  of 
subsidy  to   the   units. 

Comments   have   been   made   at  meetings   that   an   affordability   requirement 
significantly   above   the   "25%"   maximum   guideline   established   in    1978   would 
require   a   plan   change. 

Time   Frame 

The  majority  of  comments   suggested   that  the   time   frame   for   response   to  the 
RFPs   be  at   least   120  days.       It   was   determined   that   this   would   be   the   minimum 
time   required   for   Community   Development   Corporations   to   prepare  competitive 


proposals.      Additionally,    it   was   observed   that   120   days   would   allow   for   the 
formation   of   viable  joint   ventures   between    CDCs,    MBEs   and    private   developers. 
There   was   also   significant   support  for   expediting   the   disposition   process    in 
consideration   of  the   need   for   affordable   housing    in   the  South    End. 

Gardens 

Strong   support   was   voiced   for  the  community   gardens.      A   number  of  statements 
were  made   in   support  of  maintaining   all   existing   community   gardens.      It   was 
suggested   that  a   committee  of  gardeners   should    plan   the   garden   space   at 
Parcel   6A   as   well   as  the  current  garden   sites  on   parcels   in    Phase    II. 

Open   Space 

It   was   suggested   that   the   BRA   should   examine  the   question   of  how   much   open 
space  should   be   preserved   and   for  what  purpose.      Permanent  open   space 
should   be  guaranteed   by  conveyance  to  either  a   land  trust  or  the   Conservation 
Commission.      Large   parks   and   playgrounds   should   be  turned   over   to   the 
Department  of  Parks  and    Recreation. 

Technical   Assistance 

Comments   suggested   that  the   BRA   should   provide  technical   assistance  to 
promote  the  development  of  Single   Room  Occupancy   (SRO)   residences  and 
cooperatives.      Technical   assistance  should   also  be  available  to  Community 
Development  Corporations  and   non-profit  organizations   prior  to  the  submission 
of  proposals. 

Preference 

Comments  supported  establishing   a   preference  for  minority  business  enter- 
prises,   community  development  corporations  and   non-profit  groups  or  joint 
ventures   between   these  groups  and   private  developers.      Sentiment  was  also 
expressed    in  favor  of  South    End   developers  with   established  track   records. 
A   significant  number  of  comments  contended  that  South   End   property  owners 
should   be  treated  the  same  as  MBEs,    CDCs  and   non-profits. 

Zoning,    Land    Use   and   Parking 

Consensus   was   reached   on   the   proposal   that   current  zoning    requirements 
should   govern   all   developments.      Particular  concern   was   raised   about  con- 
trolling density.      The  Washington   Street  parcels   should   be  dedicated  to 
housing   use,    with   some   retail   and   commercial   use  allowed   provided  that  it   is 
limited   and   each   neighborhood   have  control  over  the  types  of  business 
conducted. 

Comments  were  split  on  the  issue  of  parking.  Generally,  those  supporting 
the  "Community  Compromise"  suggested  a  parking  requirement  of  .7  spaces 
per  unit.  A  significant  number  of  comments  supported  maintaining  existing 
zoning    requirements   for   parking. 


Tree   of    Life 

A    number  of  comments   were  made   in   favor  of   scaling   down   the   size  of  the 
Tree  of   Life   proposal.      Support  was   voiced   for   providing   the   100   units  of 
housing   for  the   homeless  on   a   scattered   site   basis.      Existing   social   service 
agencies   should   be  given   preference  for  providing  these  units,    it  was  noted. 

Conclusion 

The  issues  discussed   in  the  comment   letters  covered   the  full   range  of  issues 
debated   in  the  community  for  the  past  nine  months.      This   report  presents  a 
summary  of  the    key   comments   in   each    letter  and   a   copy  of  each    letter   received 
by  the   BRA  or  the  Mayor's   Office  of  Neighborhood  Services.      This  material   is 
presented   to   further  the  dialogue  on   SENHI. 
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26.  David   S.    King 
Vice   President 

City   Mission   Society 

27.  Melvin    H.    King 

431    Columbus   Avenue 
Boston,    MA 

28.  Melvin    H.    King 

431    Columbus   Avenue 
Boston,    MA 

29.  Myra   McAdoo 

13  Worcester  Street 
Boston,    MA 

30.  Jim   McNeil 

Roxse  Steering   Committee 

Alma  Watson 

Roxse   Tenants   Council 

30a.    Market   Level    Housing   Committee 

Edward    Parran 
John   Crosby 
Jean-Claude   Rueban 
Pamela   Nelson 
Stephen   Syta 
Lynn   Deitsa 
Michael   Matrullo 
Fernando   Requena 
Maleena   Scheeberger 
George   Hand 
Barbara   Cowley 
Alexander   Cassie 
Sandra   Holtzman 

31  .      Betty   Meredith 

Executive   Director 
Tent  City  Corporation 

32.  Nancy   Palmer 
President 

Washington   Manor   Tenants   Council 

33.  Andrea   Phillips 
Housing  Specialist 

Casa  Myrna   Vasquez,    Inc. 
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34.  L.     Fernando    Requena 
President 

Stephen    H.    Greene 

Development   Committee 

Worcester   Square   Area   Neighborhood 

Association 
(2  copies) 

35.  Byron    Rushing 
State    Representative 
9th   Suffolk    District 

36.  Helaine   Simmonds 

49    East   Springfield   Street 
Boston,    MA 

37.  Helaine  Simmonds 

49   East  Springfield   Street 
Boston,    MA 

38.  Helaine  Simmonds 

49   East   Springfield   Street 
Boston,    MA 

39.  John   Stainton 

30   Dwight   Street 
Boston,    MA 

40.  Steering   Committee 

Market   Level    Housing   Committee 

Fernando   Requena 
Pamela   Nelson 
Walter   Ferme 
David   Parker 
Michael    Burke 
Mario   Nicosia 
Michael   Tavares 
Gary   Albee 
Philip   Degnon 
Roger   Tackeff 
Rusty   Aertsen 
Herb   Zeller 
John   Crosby 
Bill   Harrigan 
(2  copies) 

41  .      Eddie   Stiel 

United   South    End   Settlements, 
Rutland   Street   Center 


42.  Eleanor   Strong 
President 

South    End   Garden    Project 

Chairperson 

Open   Space   Subcommittee  of  the   South 

End    and    Lower    Roxbury 
(3   copies) 

43.  Eleanor  Strong 
President 

South    End   Garden    Project 

44.  Eleanor  Strong 
President 

South    End   Garden    Project 

45.  Roger   E.    Tackeff 
Chairman 
Renaissance   Properties 

46.  Michael    A.    Tavares 
Chairman 

Blackstone/.Franklin   Square   Neighborhood 
Association    Development   Committee 

47.  Ken   Wade 

Coordinator  of  Housing   and    Neighborhood 

Development   Unitd   South    End   Settlements, 
Harriet   Tubman    House 
(2   copies) 

48.  West   Concord   Street   Homeowners   Association 
95  West   Concord   Street 

Boston,    MA 
(2  copies) 

49.  West  Concord  Street   Homeowners   Association 
95  West  Concord  Street 

Boston,    MA 
(2   copies) 

50.  Nancy    Parker  Wilson 
72   Rutland   Street 
Boston,    MA 

(2  copies) 

51 .  Mary  Yeaton 
Vice  President 

Concerned   Tenants   of   Grant  Manor 
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\^^^^_..     \  ^■,'-^,^.-  '^._-iv\jrT.i_£v-^     -^^{  ■  c^.i'^w  c^  y  ^^^^-^ 


'^^:C,     l^,  i'^^? 


The  CoiTTtattee  recomiiends  t±iat  the  Request  (s)  for  Proposals  be  revised  by 
the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  in  the  following  ways: 

1.  Parcel  be  included  in  the  RFPs.   Revise  the  appropriate 

sections  of  the  RFPs  to  provide  for  100  units  of  housing  for  hone  less 
families  throughout  the  parcels  designated  for  housing  in  phases  Lh,  IB,  and  2 
of  SEMII.   (These  100  units  will  be  within  the  'affordable  catecor/'  when 
determining  the  percentage  of  affordable  units.) 

2.  The  guidelines  for  no  parcel  will  allow  parking  at  a  minirrrur,  that  is 
hiqher  than  current  zoning;  in  no  instance  will  the  mininur-.  recuirenient 
excetci  .'.    spaces  i/er  dvellinu  unit. 

?.  v;i*-hir  the  catacor"/  of  "afiornacle"  units,  develcner.=^  -■  •=-.  submit  p'-o;:^. -al? 
".•■<-!'  .".cliidc  a  snn-au  acrch-  -.aft  -.■:.'    ranee  of  ir.r'^me  .-"t  ■ .- .   '. '--.t.-  r.-;nap 
U1  ,.•"- .-.ruaole  unit:-  ullj  ir,Cii;de  all  apartment  sizes  W!'!-r^  ..rart: cablt. 
4.   "•"'- 'Vrcnce  ;"exrra  ijoint;--"  ^  will  uc-  given  f^  le' t  lOLN^r  .•  .  iicnnts  v.;io 
r^L.i.v  •_  ot;n^.rvvxj-c  t''"cj--.iule  L.r'i.'i '.-^als  aj.u".  tiie  hi-^.i  rt  ;--^:  jer.  .  .^  j:  aficvi\;iu.  .e 
uL--.it:-,. 

3.  .•-.f rordable  nousirq  and  C;i-~r;  s-^-ar"  and  garrie;.s  -ire  vr-^    :r  ■'■'!""  ict.  ■":■ 

;:'x:  _;:.tv  ,iar;;T:;s;  ;n  ill  ' '"^c-r  ■"■'i..-.'  i  l  virkxd^  ■  ■■'.  ":•.•;  -■<  >  .  ::..:"  j.  ;  •  r 
y.\!a:'-     .-/ill  be  prcst 'i^.'f^' i  :jiv  ;  ;•.  :i-:tC!;--';i  in  ;ntL:. 
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A  majority  of  the  members  of  the  Affordabillty  Sub-Cottnittee  supported  a 
minunum  affordabillty  percentage  of  51%.  A  straw  poll  produced  these 
results : 

MINIMUM  NO.  VOTING 

75%  2 

66%  13       ■ 

51%  2 

35%  2 


19  Voting 

The  majority  report  is: 

On  parcels  in  Phase  1  of  SENHI  the  BRA  will  seek  a  loinimum  of  66  percent 
affordable  housing.  Further,  RFPs/Develcpers '  Kits  should  state  that 
proposals  that  provide  the  maximum  amount  of  affordable  ho\asing  will  be 
civen  preference.  The  Authority  prefers  a  mix  of  low-and  moderate-  incone 
units  as  well  as  a  mix  of  unit  sizes,  particularly  two-,  three-,  and  four- 
bedrccm  ui.its. 

Low-_inconx  nousing  is  affordable  to  families  earning  up  to  50%  of  the  Boston 
SMSA  trei-iaii  income,  paying  no  more  that  30%  of  household  income  for  housing; 
rliis  ir.ci  ^^es   rent  and  utilities  (for  rental  housing)  and  principle, 
I'-.ter-e^s",   r.-'perty  taxes,  insurance  and  condo  fees  (for  ownership  housing). 
Modcra '.e- i:-.come  nousino,  is  affordable  to  families  earning  up  to  80%  of 
nv^   Boston  .-jMSA  median  income,  paying  no  more  than  30%  of  household  incone 
'z.'V   :  I'' lUH  :::■.;. 
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Eipht  Streets  Neighborhood  Association 


17  November  1986 


Mr.  Stephen  Coyle,  Director 
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
One  City  Hall  Square 
Boston,  MA  02201 

Re:  Parcels  P-6A  5  RC-6 


Dear  Mr.  Coyle: 

The  Eight  Streets  Neighborhood  Association  wishes  to  reiterate 
its  desire  that  Parcel  RC-6,  because  of  its  adjacency  to  Parcel 
P-6A,  be  made  part  of  the  Phase  I  property  dispositions  in  your 
upcoming  Requests  For  Proposals. 

We  regard  it  as  crucial  that  the  block  bounded  by  Tremont  Street, 
E.Berkeley  Street,  Shawmut  Avenue,  and  Dwight  Street  be  planned  as 
a  whole  rather  than  piece-meal.   The  current  fragmented  state  of 
the  Tremont  Street  and  Shawmut  Avenue  frontages  is  both  visually 
ugly  and  physically  dangerous  to  both  vehicular  and  pedestrian 
traffic.   Trash  accumulation  on  unmoniterred  sidewalks  and  alley 
edges  is  also  ugly  and  dangerous.   These  conditions  cannot  be 
addressed  unless  all  of  the  vacant  land  is  considered,  and  con- 
sidered in  conjunction  with  existing  buildings  and  roadways. 

We  do  not  feel  that  the  two  parcels  need  to  be  awarded  to  any  one 
or  even  any  two  development  proposals;  we  simply  feel  that  the 
proposals  must  be  mutually  complementary.   We  believe  that  this 
is  best  achieved  if  the  proposals  for  both  parcels  are  considered 
at  the  same  time. 

These  points  have  been  stressed  verbally  by  us  at  the  recent  SENHI 
meetings  and  expressed  to  your  agency  in  writing  at  various  times 
in  the  past;   there  has  never  been  a  specific  response,  let  alone 
discussion  or  arguement  from  your  representatives.  We  would  like 
such  a  discussion  to  take  place  before  any  final  decision  regarding 
the  disposition  phasing  is  made.  " 

Looking  forward  to  your  convenient  reply,  I  remain 


Very  truly  yours. 


Conrad  Agneta,  President 


CoDy:  Tom  Snyder,  O.N.S. 

Ricardo  Millett,  B.R.A. 
Councillor  James  Kelly 
Representative  Sal  DiMasi 
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Eifiht  Streets  Neighborhood  Association 


29  December  1986 


Mr.  Stephen  Coyle,  Director 
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
One  City  Hall  Square 
Boston,  MA  02201 

Re:  S.E. N.H.I. 

Dear  Mr.  Coyle: 

In  accordance  with  the  request  of  Mr.  Ricardo  Millett,  the  Eight  Streets 
Neighborhood  Association  submits  the  following  comments  regarding  the 
S.E. N.H.I,  process  and  proposals  to  date. 

1.  We  support  the  B.R.A.  proposed  minimum  of  thirty-five  per  cent 
affordable  units  in  all  projects.   We  further  propose  a  similar 
minimum  of  market-rate  units  to  guarantee  an  economically  mixed 
population  on  all  parcels. 

2.  We  absolutely  oppose  removing  the  East  Berkeley  Street  buildings 
from  the  Phase  I  package.  The  process  on  these  buildings  should 
be  fast-tracked  if  possible. 

5.  We  wish  Parcel  RC-6  included  in  Phase  I  for  reasons  given  in  our 
letter  of  17  November  and  our  meeting  with  your  staff  on  11  De- 
cember.  We  would  like  this  request  to  be  explicitly  on  the 
written  agenda  at  the  next  neighborhood  meeting  in  January. 

4.  Development  on  Parcel  P6-A  should  have  more  stringent  controls 
to  maintain  conformity  with  the  surrounding  buildings  and  the 
current  proposal  for  downzoning  to  H-2;   the  neighborhood  is 
exclusively  four  and  five  stories  or  fifty  feet  in  height.   We 
support  reserving  fifteen  thousand  square  feet  for  community 
gardens . 

Thanking  you  for  your  consideration  of  these  requests  and  looking  forward 
to  specific  responces  in  January,  I  remain 


Very  truly  Yours, 


Conrad  Agneta,  Presideni 

Copy:  Mr.  Ricardo  Millett,  Ms.  Maria  Faria 
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Blackstone  Franklin  Square 

Nt-ii;hl"irtiiMi(J  \-Miridtion.  Iik 


June  26,  1986 


Mr.  Ricardo  Millett 

Assistant  Director  of  Community 

Planning  and  Develop m.ent 
BOSTON  REDEVELOPMENT  AUTHORITY 
One  City  Hall  Square 
Boston,   MA   02201 


Dear 


Millett 


This  letter  is  to  communicate  the  official  position  of 
the  Blacks  tone / Frankl in  Square  Neighborhood  Association 
in  reference  to  the  BRA's  South  End  Neighborhood  Housing 
Initiative  as  voted  on  in  a  meeting  held  at  the  Franklin 
on  Monday,  June  16,  1986. 

First  we  would  like  to  commend  the  BRA  for  the  work  put 
into  the  SENHI  Plan.   The  basis  is  sound  and  we  look 
forward  to  working  with  the  BRA  as  parcels  are  identified 
and  the  criteria  for  their  development  is  documented.   Our 
Association  is  very  active  and  has  ideas  and  concerns  for 
our  neighborhood,  and  the  South  End  as  a  whole,  that  we 
would  like  to  share  and  that  we  know  the  BRA  would  want  to 
consider. 

Ke  as  well  as  the  BRA  are  looking  for  a  stabalized  and 
balanced  South  End.   Analyzing  the  housing  make-up  of 
each  neighborhood  in  the  South  End,  prior  to  the  designation 
of  the  parcels,  seems  to  be  the  logical  approach  to  this 
end.   In  preparation  for  the  review  of  specific  parcels  in 
our  neighborhood  we  have  updated  a  map  prepared  last  year 
showing  the  current  land  useage  in  our  area. 

Ke  have  enclosed  this  map  for  your  review.   We  will  be 
sharing  our  research  with  other  neighborhood  associations 
and  interested  groups  in  the  South  End  and  are  willing  to 
work  with  them  towards  a  cohesive  plan. 

U'e  look  forward  to  the  upcoming  meeting  on  June  28. 
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P(.si()fhc<B..\y4(i 
Boston.  Massachusetts  021IR 


~-l  r  .  K  i  c  a  r  d  o  ^1  i  1 1  e  L  t 
June  2u ,     1986 
Pace  Two 


Sincerely , 

BLACKSTONE/ FRANKLIN  SQUARE  NEIGHBORHOOD  ASSOCIATION 


-// 


^ 


Gar}-  R.  Albee 
President 
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49  East  Springfield  Street 
Boston,  MA   02118 

December  28,  1986 

Ricardo  "Ullett 

Assistant  Director 

BRA 

One  City  'iail  Plaza 

Boston,  MA   02201 

Dear  "-'ir .  ^'.illett: 

I  strongly  urge  the  BP.A  to  reevaluate  its  SENKI  plan,  especially 
in  regard  to  whether  or  not  it  will  result  in  a  substantial  number 
of  housing  units  that  South  End  residents  can  afford.   I  do  not 
think  the  3P..A  should  proceed  with  a  development  plan  that  does  not 
m.eet  the  needs  of  the  South  End  and  Lower  Roxbury  for  affordable 
housing . 

Although  the  BRA  calls  it  an  ''affordable  housing  plan,"  SEIIHI 
appears  to  be  a  predominantly  high-income  housing  plan.   Perhaps 
the  m.ost  telling  indication  that  it  is  not  an  affordable  housing 
plan  is  that  its  supporters  are  the  ''Dumping  Ground  Committee," 
for-profit  developers,  real  estate  brokers  and  new  condo  owners. 
None  of  these  people  is  a  supporter  of  affordable  housing  --  quite 
the  contrary.   As  you  knov;,  some  of  them,  have  stated  a  preference 
for  zero  affordable  housing  and  have  gone  so  far  as  to  form  an 
unaf f ordability  committee. 

I  fear  the  B?A  looks  on  the  split  between  the  "unaf fordable" 
crowd  and  the  "affordable"  crowd  as  merely  a  difference  of  opinion 
(supposedly  characteristic  of  the  South  End).   The  need  for  afford- 
able housing  and  planning  have  been  given  a  back  seat. 

At  one  of  the  earlier  meetings  (I  have  attended  most  of  them) , 
Cathy  Dexter  reported  that  meetings  with  neighborhoo i  groups  yielded 
opinions  on  percentage  of  affordable  housing  from  one  end  of  the 
spectrum  to  the  other.   Having  taken  all  opinions  into  consideration 
and  finding  no  compelling  reason  to  change  the  guidelines,  the  BRA 
was  sticking  with  its  35%  minimum. 

It  occurred  to  me  that  night  that  the  BRA,  over  the  last  20 
years  through  Urban  Renewal,  has  helped  create  a  South  End  where  not 
only  is"  affordable  housing  in  sh-ort  supply  but  where  there  is  now 
significant  opinion  opposing  affordable  housing.   It  is  not  people 
of  low  and  moderate  incomes  or  the  pec   2  living  on  the  streets  and 
in  shelters  who  hold  this  opinion.   To  oppose  affordable  housing 
for  others  and  advocate  for  unaf fordable/luxury  housing  is  a  state- 
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Ricardo  .Millett 
December  2Q,  1986 
Page  Two 


ment  of  greed  and  selfishness,  not  without  racist  overtones.   it 
means  that  some  people  don't  want  people  without  substantial  means 
to  live  in  the  South  End  anymore.   This  is  putting  it  nicely. 

There  may  not  be  much  that  can  be  done  about  this  phenomenon 
in  private  development,  but,  when  it  comes  to  public  land  and  city 
initiatives,  it  seems  that  the  housing  needs  of  South  End  residents, 
not  the  wishes  of  developers  and  wealthy  outsiders,  should  be  the 
priority.   The  empty  lots  and  abandoned  buildings  held  by  the  BRA 
have  sat  here  for  many  years.   I  do  not  share  the  urgency  to  develop 
them  into  more  high-cost  housing.   Empty  lots  cannot  hurt  us  but 
luxury  housing  can  --  it  already  has. 

Sincerely , 


Alison  Barnet 


■"ayor  Flynn 
Rep.  Byron  Rushing 
Michael  Taylor 
Robert  Farrell 
Stephen  Coyle 
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THE  FOUR  CORNERS  NEIGHBORHO*^©  ASSgGL^T?"J£B>l  -  ^■ 


521  :3fiawmut  Avenue,  Apt.  **1 
Boston,  MA  02118 
December  30,  1986 


Mr.  Stephen  Coyle 

Executive  Director 

Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

Zne   City  Hall  Plaza 

Boston,  Massachusetts 

Dear  .Mr.  Coyle: 

At  a  community  meeting  held  on  November  3,  1986  at  the  Washington 
.Manor,  1701  Washington  Street,  Boston,  the  above-named  association  was 
one  of  six  associations  (Four  Corners  Neighborhood  Association,  Inquilinos 
Boricuas  En  Acction  (IBA) ,  Washington  .Manor  Tenants  Council,  Concerned 
Tenants  of  Grant  .Manor,  Roxse  Homes  Steering  Committee,  and  the  Roxse 
Homes  Tenants  Council)  who  reviewed  the  BRA  recommendations  for  the 
development  of  the  Washington  Corridor  on  publicly  owned  lands  in  the 
South  End.   At  that  time,  the  following  recommendations  were  made: 

GENERAL  PRINCIPLE:   The  development  of  any  and  all  publicly-owned  lands 
should  be  for  the  maximum,  benefit  of  the  public. 

RECOMJ^tPATIONS  : 

These  are  overall  recommendations  for  the  Washington  Corridor,  with 
specific  focus  on  only  three  (3)  specific  sites,  so  that  planning  may 
take  place  with  maximum  flexibility. 

1.   Given  the  displacement  of  over  15,000  residents  of  this  neighborhood 
as  a  result  of  flawed  policies  of  previous  administrations ,  and  given 
the  severe  crisis  m  affordable  housing,  the  principal  objectives  of 
housing  development  in  the  Corridor  should  be  affordable  housing. 

a.  The  minimum  amount  of  affordable  units  should  be  100%. 

b.  At  least  25%  of  the  total,  or  one-third  of  the  affordable  units 
must  be  reserved  for  families  whose  incomes  fall  at  or  below  the 
official  poverty  level.   The  balance  (50%)  of  the  affordable 
units  must  be  available  to  moderate  income  families  whose  incomes 
range  between  50-120%  of  the  median  family  income  of  the  City  of 
Boston  (not  SMSA  Median) . 
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c.  Since  homeownership  lends  both  stability  to  the  neighborhood, 
and  lends  positive  motivation  to  residents,  every  effort  should 
be  made  to  develop  limited  equity  cooperatives,  "sweat-equity" 
cooperatives,  and  turnkey-cooperatives.   This  maintains  the  long- 
term  af fordability  of  the  housing  and  also  maintains  neighborhood 
stability. 

d.  Preference  for  occupancy  of  affordable  units  will  be  for  South- 
enders  (South  End  &  Lower  Roxbxiry)  and  displaced  Southenders. 

e.  We  support  the  Mayor  in  his  commitment  that  the  3PA  develop 
"SROs"  (Single  Room  Occupancies  or  Ixsdging  Houses)  on  these 
parcels. 

Two  specific  sites  were  of  concern  to  all  six  associations,  and  of 
primary  concern  to  the  Four  Corners  Neighborhood  Association, 
Washington  Tenants  Council,  and  the  Concerned  Tenants  of  Grant  Manor. 

a.  Parcel  ^6  (R-12-A) :  We  are  opposed  to  a  large  parking  structure 
as  proposed  by  the  BRA.  Such  a  structure  would  enhance  the  more 
than  average  criminal  activity  in  the  area  which  the  City  has 

been  unable  to  curtail.   Kosever ,  the  feasibility  of  a  below  ground 
parking  facility  might  be  studied,  if  only  security  can  be  guaranteed. 
The  usage  for  parcel  R-12-A,  and  the  abutting  parcels  ('f7)  R-12-B 
i  ;»8)  33-B,  should  be  for  affordable  housing  and  commercial.   We 
understand  that  an  alternative  proposal  suggests  that  housing  built 
here  should  be  turned  around  so  that  the  rear  of  the  buildings  face 
Northampton  Street.   We  oppose  this  suggestion.   The  housing  should 
face  the  street  m  the  normal  manner.   The  primary  association  for 
these  three  '3)  parcels  is  the  Concerned  Tenants  of  Grant  Manor 
with  the  Four  Corners  Neighborhood  Association  as  the  primary 
abutter. 

b.  Parcel  »4  (RE-7-B) :   The  mix  of  housing  and  open  space  is  acceptable 
however,  the  housing  should  be  affordable,  and  the  open  space  be 

so  designed  as  to  prohibit  the  already  rampant  crim.mal  activity 
on  the  corners  of  this  block.   The  primary  associations  for  this 
parcel  are  the  Four  Corners  Neighborhood  Association  and  the 
Washington  Manor  Tenants  Council  with  the  Concerned  Tenants  of 
Grant  Manor  the  primary  abutter. 

So  that  the  residents  of  the  Corridor  can  be  protected  from  the  mistakes 
of  the  development  not  taking  place  in  coordination  with  the  Boston 
Edison  Company,  the  BRA  should  not  issue  tentative  designations  until 
Boston  Edison  can  furnish  assurances  that  the  electrical  infrastructure 
of  the  Corridor  is  of  sufficient  capacity  to  withstand  the  total  develop- 
ment m  the  corridor. 

We  support  Mayor  Flynn  in  his  intententions  and  objectives  for  Parcel  #13, 
"Tree  of  Life."   However,  we  would  recommend  a  change  in  programmatic 
design  which  will  enhance  his  objectives,  and  be  maximum  benefit  to  the 
population  to  be  served.   Rather  than  congregating  the  population  to  be 
served  on  one  site,  we  strongly  recommend  that  the  "Tree  of  Life"  flourish 
throughout  the  Corridor  with  the  implementation  of  "Inclusionary  Housing" 
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for  homeless  families  including  families  of  battered  women,  on  each 

and  every  housing  complex  to  be  developed  within  the  Washington  Corridor. 

The  original  parcel  could  then  be  used  for  mixed-use  affordable  housing. 

5.   Preference  for  development  should  be  given  to  non-profit  community 

based  organizations  which  have  been  designated  sole -developers  by  the 
BRA. 

Additionally,  with  respect  to  development,  we  recommend  the  following: 

o    the  Return  of  Parcels  SE-116  640  Tremont  Street  and  SE-59-SE66 

East  Berkeley  Street  to  Phase  II  of  the  SENHI  Process  for  designation 
and  development  in  the  second  year. 

Parcel  SE-115  is  the  site  of  a  former  church.   IBA  and  the  Latino 
community  had  hopes  of  developing  this  parcel.   Since  this  site  is  the 
heart  of  Villa  Victoria,  we  would  hope  that  IBA  be  given  every  reasonable 
opporunity  to  develop  this  site. 

Parcel  SE-59/SE66  known  as  the  "old  Harry  the  Greek  Block"  was  to  be 
developed  by  the  Tenants  Development  Corporation  (TDC) .   The  Tenants 
Development  Corporation  has  initially  expended  up-front  monies  to 
develop  a  package  of  market  units,  affordable  condos,  and  low-income 

rental  units. 

It  IS  not  our  position  that  IBA  or  TDC  be  designated  at  this  time  for 
these  parcels,  but  only  that  they  be  returned  to  Phase  II  for  designation 
and  development. 

o   Based  on  recent,  negative  news  articles  as  it  relates  to  Westminister 
Willard  and  the  problems  centered  around  the  previous  owner  and 
purchaser,  the  six  (5)  groups  have  agreed  to  personally  review  and 
investigate  all  potential  developers  and  joint  ventures  as  they  relate 
to  our  association.   It  has  come  to  our  attention  that  there  are  a 
number  of  partnerships  and  proposed  joint  ventures  where  one  or  more 
of  the  g3rr.tnei_' s  record  as  developers /property  managers  are  questionable. 
We  would  strongly  urge  the  BRA  to  review  and  monitor  these  relationships, 
at  the  outset  m  order  to  avoid  community  confrontations. 

We  believe  that  housing  is  a  basic  human  right  and  that  development  plans 
for  the  corridor  must  take  into  consideration  the  needs  of  those  low  and 
moderate  income  families  and  provide  for  their  ability  to  remain  in  the 
Washington  corridor  and  our  South  End  community. 


^ncerely , 


u 


Jeanette   B(?one 
Chairperson 
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December  30,  I986 


Mr.  Ricardo  Millett,  Assistant  Director 
PiJQj  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

Boston  City  Hall 
Boston,  MA   02201 


Block 
Neighborhood 


Dear  Mr.  Millett: 


The  Pilot  Block  Neighborhood  Association 
SSOciation  wishes  to  support  the  following  measures 

1.  Instead  of  building  the  Tree  of  Life  as  one  large  100-unit  complex, 
revision  of  sections  of  the  RFPs  (Requests  for  Proposals)  to  provide 
for  100  units  of  housing  for  homeless  families  or  battered  women  or 
both  throughout  the  parcels  designated  for  housing  in  phases  lA,  IB 
and  2  of  SENHI ,  to  be  included  in  the  "affordable  category"  when 
determining  the  percentage  of  affordable  units  in  all  of  the  units 

to  be  built  or  renovated  on  the  70  parcels  in  the  South  End  and  Roxbury. 

2.  A  minimum  aff ordability  percentage  of  'i%,    maximum  of  50?J,  although 
setting  aff ordability  targets  makes  sense  only  if  adequate  subsidies 
are  available  to  finance  and  support  the  low-income  tenants  and/or 
home  owners.   The  BRA  has  never  clearly  explained  how  these  properties 
are  to  be  financed  and  subsidized.  We  need  concrete  examples;  where 

is  the  funding  coming  from?  The  last  thing  we  all  want  is  for  these 
new  units  to  have  to  be  abandoned  by  owners  who  can  no  longer  pay 
their  rents. 

3.  As  much  private,  market-level  residential  development  as  possible 
on  the  Washington  Street  Corridor,  since  that  area  is  already  satur- 
ated with  social  service  agencies  and  subsidized  housing.   Private 
development  will  be  needed  to  support  some  affordable  housing. 

h.      Responsiveness  on  the  part  of  the  BRA  to  the  needs  and  desires  of 
the  particular  neighborhood  association( s)  affected  by  housing  pro- 
posals for  a  particular  parcel,  as  opposed  to  those  expressed  by 
other  groups  or  associations,  which  are  less  affected  immediately. 
We  believe  the  BRA  has  been  very  responsive  in  general,  but  needs 
also  to  be  responsive  in  particular. 

5.  As  much  square  footage  devoted  to  community  urban  gardens  as 

now  exists,  in  large  enough  plots  to  be  effective  as  social  and  work- 
ing units,  and  in  areas  where  they  can  be  seen  and  are  accessible 
to  the  neighborhoods  interested  in  working  in  them. 

6.  Some   provision  in  the  BRA/City  Budget  to  help  maintain  the  parks 
and  gardens  already  in  the   city,    which  in  some   cases  have  been  restored 
and  improved  at  great  expense   and  effort,    to  prevent  their  becoming 
littered  dumps  and   centers   for  drug-dealing.      Costs   of  maintenance 

and  policing  of  park  land  and  buildings  must  be  built  in  to  any  long- 
range  budget,  or  we  will  be  left  with  even  more  abandoned  land,  houses 
and  public  housing  units  than  we  have  today. 
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7.  Renovation  of  vacant,  boarded-up  public  housing  project  units, 
comprising  many  unused  and  unusable  uits  in  Ruggles,  Cathedral,  Castle 
Square,  Bromley  Heath,  Columbia  Point,  etc.  to  provide  to  some  degree 
for  the  homeless  and  poor.   This  seems  to  us  a  far  more  economic  and 
sensible  approach  than  building  huge  new  institutions.   Maintenance, 
policing  and  the  right  to  evict  destructive  and  undesirable  tenants 
again  must  be  built  in,  to  prevent  these  buildings  being  destroyed 
again. 

8.  Building  as  many  multi-bedroom  units  as  possible,  to  limit  density 
and  provide  for  families;  no  building  of  single-family  units,  as  the 
market  is  already  swamped  with  them.   They  are  over-priced  and  not 

selling. 

9.  A  minimum  of  .7  parking  spaces  per  unit  should  be  required  of 
all  new  and  renovated  construction,  in  compliance  with  H-2  Zoning. 
Refusal  to  allow  balconies  to  satisfy  the  open-space  requirement, 
allowed  under  H-3  Zoning,  as  they  are  dangerous  and  intrusive  of 
people's  privacy. 

10.  Continuation  of  T  bus  service  (bus  #43)  on  Tremont  Street, 
which  serves  the  entire  South  End,  regardless  of  what  alternative  to 
the  Orange  Line  service  is  determined  upon  for  other  streets.   If 
the  alternatives  are  bus  service  or  Light  Rail  Vehicle  on  Washington 
or  Harrison  Streets,  we  would  probably  tend  to  favor  bus  service 

as  cheaper  and  more  flexible  than  LRV's  and  less  divisive  of  neigh- 
borhoods, but  we  have  not  yet  formulated  a  consensus  on  this  issue. 

11.  Historical  restoration  and  appropriate  use,  such  as  a  bank, 

for  certain  historic  structures  such  as  the  Allen  House  on  Worcester 

Square  and  Washington  Street. 

12.  In  general,  the  sale  to  private  individuals  or  corporations  of 
vacant  buildings  included  in  the  parcels,  for  purposes  of  rapid 
development  and  renovation. 

These  views  represent  a  consensus  of  the  views  of  the  PBNA  Council 
(officers  and  street  representatives)  and  various  other  PBNA  residents 
attending  a  series  of  neighborhood  meetings  over  the  last  few  months, 
as  nearly  as  we  can  determine  this  consensus.   Thank  you  for  listening 
to  our  views  and  concerns  during  this  period  in  many  meetings  small 
and  large.   We  feel  that  it  has  been  a  healthy,  positive  and  productive 
process,  and  that  the  Facilitator,  Langley  Keyes,  has  been  of  immense 
help  and  value  to  all  of  us. 

Yours  sincerely, 


Janet  Bryan,  President     'T^^/l^  P^/Cc/'^^ 


I   CA4IM6MOUK      INC 


December  30,  19^6 

The  Honorable  Raymond  Flynn 
Mayor  of  Boston 
One  City  Kail  Plaza 
Boston,  Massachusetts 

Dear  Mayor  Flynn, 


70  Warren  Street 
Roxbury,  Mass.  02119 
445-7030 


The  Veterans  Benefits  Clearing  House  has  been  greatly  concerned  about 
of  publicly  owned  lands  and  buildings  in  the  Washington  Corridor.  We 
aware  of  the  history  of  displacement  of  low  and  moderate  income  famil 
the  South  End  at  the  hands  of  the  BRA  under  previous  administrations, 
that  the  BRA  will  use  this  opportunity  to  alleviate  the  severe  crisis 
housing,  rather  than  enhancing  displacement  which  would  occur  should 
commendation  that  only  35?  of  the  units  be  developed  be  affordable,  b 
guideline.  As  is  the  case  in  most  areas,  the  Vietnam  Veterans  of  Col 
groups  most  severely  impacted  by  the  housing  crisis.  We  gave  the  bes 
this  country,  yet  now,  most  veterans  cannot  afford  the  prices  of  hous 
neighborhoods . 


the  disposition 
are  all  to  well 
ies  of  color  froit 
We  are  hopeful 
in  affordable 
the  BRA  staff  re- 
ecomes  the  final 
or  are  one  of  the 
t  of  ourselves  fc: 
ing  in  their  own 


We  had  hoped  that  at  least  75?  of  the  units  to  be  developed  in  the  Corridor  would  be 
affordable.   However,  we  support  the  community  compromise  proposed  by  the  Affordabil- 
ity  Committee  of  the  South  End-Lower  Roxbury  Planning  Initiative:  that  2/3  be  afford- 
able: of  the  total  units  to  be  developed:  1/3  market  rate,  1/3  for  moderate  income  fam- 
ilies, and  1/3  for  low  income.   Anything  less  with  respect  to  affordability ,  would  be 
travesty,  especially  considering  that  these  lands  are  owned  by  the  public. 

We  also  support  the  recommendation  that  the  time  frame  for  return  of  proposals  be  the 
usual  12C  days,  rather  than  the  fast-track  of  90  days,  so  that  community  development 
corporations  be  given  a  fair  chance  to  compete  with  the  large  developers.. 

We  are  confident  that  you  will  exercise  your  leadership  to  propose  this  community 
compromise  as  part  of  the  BRA  Guidelines  for  Requests  for  Proposals. 


'incerely , 


Ralph  Cooper 
Executive'  Director 


cc.  Michael  Taylor  Comm. ,  On  Elderly  Affairs 
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554  Columbus  Avenue   Boston. AAassacnusetts  02118    i6' 7 1  267-7400 


SOUTH  '^^'^"''^'^"f^O&S^^Qi  CENTER 

R^jjl  "K'e  Still  Have^.he^.p,f^-% 


.'■^.    Stephen   7oyue 
Executive  Director 

Boston  Redevelovrent  Aufnoritv 


■n,   Massaohuse: 


For  :ver  tDO  decades,  z'-ze  Souzh  Ind  'ieighbcrhood  3evJice  Center  fi.BCO  '"311A.?") 
'".as  zzzerrrpted  to  al'^eviate  the  dispZaceTvent  o'  Zow  2nd  ""moderate  inccrve  ~:s~:iZies 
fro".  ~he  South  Ind.  T'^.e  disposition  of  pubZicZu  ovned  Zends  in  this  neighbor- 
'^jood  hzs  been  an  agenda:  iterr^.  of  ten  S?!A?  Advisor-j  Conrrltte  leetinjg  during  this 
jear.  .Ve  '■"jave  been  interacting  "lainlh  -jith  the  staff  of  the  3?.A  in  an  atterrpt 
to  see  t'^xi-  -he  guideZines  for  SITdZ  and  the  'Washington  Corridor  Development" 
zc   ■^^t  fosz..-'  further  dispZzcenent. 

T-~.e  zispZace'rent  of  'ver  2  5,000  residents  frorr,  the  South  End  in  the  past  tuo 
decades  'Jcs  lainty   the  result  of  the  f Zoned  policies  of  the  Collins  and  White 
zdrinistrations  and  the  EFA's   I'rban  P.ene-jaZ  ?Zan  for  the  South  End.      C'urren- 
r"^,    the  BRA  is  proposing   that  onZu  a  'vinirnm  of  35%  of  the  units   to  be  buiZt 
in  1936  in  the  Washington  Corridor  be  for  affordtzbZe  housing.      If  almost   2/2 
z-   the  units  zzre  to  be  ".arhet  rate  zncther  escalation  of  rents  on  ad^'acent 
units  in  the  Corridor  and  escalation  of  prooerty   taxes,   will  irrrpose  an  addit~ 
zonal   hjzrdshio  on  '".oderate  income  hcreovers.     Both  of  these  factors  -jilZ  cause 
further  disolacenent . 

We  knu^v  that  disvlacerent  is   net  uour   intent.      We  reouest  thjzt  the  BRA  supports 
t'^e  oc^vronise  tosition  on  affordabilitu  of  the  Affordabilitu   Comrittee  of  the 
South  End/lower  Boxburv  Planning  Initiative    ^Wo-Wane   Committee] ,   prior  to  the 
BP.A's   issuance  of  its  finjal  guidelines  on  -Iznuary   3th.      Although  ".any  organi- 
zations had  advocated  for  between   'o-lOCi  affordable  housing  for  the  Corridor, 
sy.A.I  is  reluctantlu ,   although  firmly,   suooorting   the  oompromrlse  position  of  2/3 
affordability,    i.e.    -  of  the  total  units  to  be  developed  on  the  publicly  ovr.ed 
land  1/3  will  be  marhet  rate,    1/3  "moderate  anjd  1/3   low  income.     We  are  oonfidenz 
that  the  3PJ.  not  tahe   the  self-serving  position  of  a  handful  of  developers  and 
the  newly  formed  "Committee  for  I'naffordable  Housing"  as  The  inherently  reason- 
able comz>rom,ise  of  1/3,    1/3,    1/3  should  be  the   least  that  the  City  should  sup- 

Soeaking  for  S"AP:   Je   are   taking  the  position  that  if  the  1/3  moderate  and  1/2 
low  injoome  cannot  be  -^et  at  this  tim.e,    then  the  parcels  should  be   land-banked 
until  such  tim^e   t'~at  the  resources  can  be  foura  for  this  ratio. 
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ieve  Icrne^.z  : 

'  1 )    ^~■^^"r^.   for   Co'rrrunitrj   Jeveloz)rnent   7orrDora.tior.s : 

The  shortened  turn-around  time  for  develcnment  rroposals  of  50   davs, 
sveaified  by  the  3RA,    in  a  praatiaal  manner  negates   the  szated  intention 
of  giving  -oreference   to  aorrrunity   zevelovnent  ooroorations    ''CDC's)   -jhiah 
do  not  have   the  resources  of  the  nega-develovers   to  put  together  the  nec- 
iSozri-   rac'^ages  -jithin  this  short  time  frane.      The  deadline  for  provosals 
should  be   120  days  after   the   issuance  of  the  Requests- for-Proposals . 

(2)   Return  of  Parcels  3E-1'-?    '0  TI-59-SI-o6 : 

Seven  months  after  the  specification  of  the  varcels  of  3INHI,    it  came  as 
~uite  2  shock  to  this  community,    -jhen  at   the   last  minute,    the  3RA  included 
these  3  parcels   in  Phase  I.      Especially,    Snen  one  considers  the   controver- 
sial  history  of  this  oarticular   land. 

SI-llz:      z40   Tremont  Street:      Tnis   is   the  site  o*'  the  former  church  'Snich 
Tncuilinos  Boricuas  en  Accion    (IzA)    znd  the  Z  atino  community  'jished  to   dev- 
elop  into  a  community  center.      '■■■■hen  it  'jas  subsequently   torched,    "^t  jcs 
common   kncjledge  in   the  South  End,    thjat   the  intent  of  the  arson  'jas   to  prevenz 
t'-.is   ob.^eczive.      Later  of  course,    the  church  on  West  ^Jewton  Street  became 
the  -Jorge  Her^^nAez    Zultrural    Senter.      Host  of  us   had  assumed  that  at  same 
rr'^nr   the   original    torched  oroverty ,    'jhich  is  actually   in  the  heart  of  Villa 
Victoria,    .'ould  be  developed  by   1. 3. A. 

SE-S9-SE-'0z :    z'-Sl   East  zerhele-j  Street:      This  site   is  known  as   the    "old 


-larr-j    the   Sreek's  block".      T^.e   Zenrnts  Develovment  Corp   (TDC)    '■^jzs  e:zperjded 
2  considerable  sum  cutting   together  a  package  of  market  units,   affordable 
jondcs,    and  low  income  rental  units  after  receiving  tentative  designation 
b'^    the  ERA.      '■■ie  were  shocked  to    lear^.  only   this  month   that  TDC  had  been  de- 
desio^ated,    and  this  oarcel  r laced  in  Phase  T,    for  fast-tracking . 

It  is  not  our  vosition  that  TEA  and  TDC  be  designated  at  this  tim.e  for  these 
oarcsls,    but  only  that  they  be  returned  to  Phase  II  for  designation  and  deve- 
loT^ent  in   the  second  uear,  of  SE'IR.I. 

'■!r.    Oo-^le  z-'ordable  hous-ihg  has  been  a  stated  ob.jective  of  the  3RA  for  this 
develoo-^ent.      The  3RA  should  net  be   influenced  by   the  strident  position  of  a 
ha^a-ul  of  develovers ,   many  of  whom  have  been  historical  opponents  of  afford- 
able  housing,    which  would  result  in  pitting  this  community  against   the  3RA, 
and  losing  forever  the  opvortunities  presented  for  the  public  good  on  this 
publicly  owned  land.      We  place  our  confidence  tn  you. 


irector     S"A.P  cc:     C .    3oone,    Tcr.   S"AP  .Advisory  Committee 

R.    Coard,   Ezec.   Direcvor,   A3CD 
Robert  Eorrell,    Cha. ,   3RA  3oard  of  Director 
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BOSTON  AGING 
YOUNG &  OLD U 


o7  NEWBURY  ST.  BOSTON,  MA  0211o    2o?^^ 


August  21,  1986 


Mayor  Fvaymond  L.  Flynn 

City  or  Boston 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02201 


Dear  M^.yor  Flynn: 

We  are  writing  on  behalf  of  BAC-YOU's  Housing  Developnent  Coramittee  to 
cammen»-i  you  and  your  Administration  for  your  significant  work  toward 
providing  safe  and  affordable  housing  for  all  of  Boston's  citizens.  We 
know  tJidt  the  provision  of  an  adequate  supply  of  affordable  housing  is  a 
signir:c:ant  challenge  in  Boston  at  this  point  in  our  history-  We 
believ',:,  as  you  do,  that  if  we  are  to  succeed  in  providing  this  housing 
that  nLl  people  and  organizations  v^io  share  the  committment  to  a 
sociaijy  and  economically  diverse  city  must  work  together. 

We  are  especially  pleased  that  the  South  End  Neighborhood  Hoxising 

Initiarivti  (SENIII)  : 

-  v;ill  require  that  50%  of  the  housing  created  on  BRA  cwned  land 
be  affordable  to  low  and  moderate  income  individuals; 

-  will  seek  an  appropriate  combination  of  housing,  open  space  and 
gardens,  conroercial  use  and  parking; 

■  will  encourage  and  support  participation  by  non-profit 
devf?lopers,  community  development  corporations  and  minority 
business  enterprises ;  and 

-  will  provide  and  encourage  neighborhood  participation  in  the 
entire  developnent  process  for  the  South  End. 

The  HoLiiiiiig  Development  Committee  would  therefore  like  to  submit  the 
names  r,r  the  following  individuals  for  the  Mayoral  appointed  SEMHI 
Community  Review  Committee.  The  following  individuals  have  expressed  a 
seriouo  interest  in  the  possibility  of  serving  on  the  SEMHI  Cortnrunity 
Revitjw  Committee.  They  aire  F)eople  whom  we  have  relied  upon  in  our 
orgaii.'.-.cit ion's  development  work.  We  believe  that  they  are  individuals 
who  laic.w  the  needs  and  concerns  of  t.he  South  End  community.  They  each 
have  iKiique  skills  and  experience  which  we  believe  would  make  them 
valual/ie  contributors  to  your  Community  Review  Committee  for  the  SENHI 
parcfel; . 
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We  iii.iii'iute: 


nuane  Day  —  137  Wairren  Avenue,  Boston,  MA  02118 

H:  536-7826  W:  223-2525 
hjiiployment :  Public  Relations  Officer,  U.S.  Department  of  Energy 
Arfilations:  Ellis  Neighborhood  Association;  Training,  Inc.; 

Housing  Developnient  Committee  of  Boston  Aging  Concerns;  Housing 

Concerns  Committee  of  Old  South  Church;  Board  of  Directors, 

Boston  ConmTjnity  Loan  Fund;  METCO,  Inc. 

Niklci  Flionis  —  17  Hemenway  St.,  Boston,  02115 

.H:  266-5084  W:  536-8610 
l-inployment :  Lodging  Ho\ise  Project  with  South  End  residents 
Affiliations:  President,  Boston  Cormrunlty  Loan  Fund;  Old  South 

Church;  Housing  Development  Committee  of  Boston  Aging  Concerns; 
("itywide  Land  Tr"jst 

idther  Joachim  Lally  —  437A  Shaa«nut  Avenue,  Boston  02118 

W:  426-7153   H:  424-1230 
iJnpIcT'/me.nt :  Associate  Director,  Cardinal  Cushing  Spanish  Center 
Director  of  Hispanic  youth  for  the  Archdiocese 

John  Mahoney  —  77  West  Brookline  St.,  Boston  02118 

!!:  267-8791 
Employment:  art  instructor,  Madison  Park  High  School 
Affiliations:  Cairdinal  Cushing  Spanish  Center,  (1960-86);  Board, 
South  End  Community  Health  Center  (1974-78);  Board,  Casa  Myma 
Vdizqiiez    (1983-85);  Board,  Inquilinos  Borincuas  en  Accion 
(197'o-72;  1977-83);  Blackstone/Franklin  Neighborhood 
Association 

M=ir!c  Newton  —  79  Harvard  Ave.  »3,   Brookline,  MA  02146 

W:  421-5265   H:  232-9553 
f-i'npioyment :  Actuary,  Jo.hn  Hancock  Insurance  Co. 
.■.rf iliatio.'\s:  Board  of  Directors,  Boston  Aging  Concerns,  Hoxosing 

DeveJoCTTient  Committee,  35-36  West  Nevrton  Street  Development 

TdLsk   Force 
;.cpresenting:  Boston  Aging  Concerns  -  Young  and  Old  United,  Inc. 

3on  Perry  —  4  Haven  Street,  Boston,  MA  02118 

H:  267-4128  W:  495-2366 
tjiiployment;  Assistant  LibreLrlan,  Arnold  Arboretum,  Harvard 

University 
Arfiliations:  Board  Member,  South  End  Garden  Project,  Inc; 

Supervisor,  Suffolk  Conservation  District 

Josh  Prokop  —  791  Tremont  St.,  Boston 

H:  266-9068 
tjnployment:  Carpenter  and  artist; 
Affiliations:  Native  of  Roxbury;  resident  of  South  End  for  ten 

years;  South  End  Garden  Project;  Boston  Urban  Gardeners; 

Southwest  Corridor  Project  geirden  planning;  Supervisor,  Suffolk 

Co.  Conservation  District 
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I'.dther  William  Roche  —  Cathedral  of  the  Holy  Cross 

542-5682 
.'•inployment:   Father  Roche  has  vgorked  with  elderly  South  End 

residents  since  1971 
Affiliations:  MATCH-UP  Cccmuttee,  Boston  Aging  Concerns 


We  look  forwauxi  to  continuing  our  work  toward  our  common  goals. 


Sincerely  ycurs, 


^'--^  Or^^-p-^i 


Brad  D^y    <^  powtvs   R.  Potter 

Shared  Housing  Development  Committee     Wvelopment  Coordinator 


cc:  'JLephen  Coyle,  Director,  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
I'l.'ter  Dreier,  Assistant  Director  for  Hoxosing,  EPA 
iacardo  Millett,  Assistant  Director  for  Community  Planning  and 

Development ,  BRA 
Uon  Gillis,  Director,  Office  of  Neighborhood  Services 
Duane  Day 
:.'iklci  Flionis 
i'at!",er  Joachjm  Lally 
Juhn  Mahoney 
Mark  Newton 
Jon  Perry 
Josh  Prokop 
father  William  Roche 


37 


Thomas  Philip  Degnon 

ATTORNEY  AND  COUNSELLOR  AT  LAW 

78  DARTMOUTH  ST 

BOSTON,  MASSACHUSETTS  02U6 

(6171  ia&S116 


Tuesday,    October    7,     1986 


r— -iVED 
'  U  -7  198S 
Ans'd 


Thomas  Snyder 

Office  of  Neighborhood  Services 

City  Hall 

Boston,  MA 

Dear  Tom , 

Enclosed  is  the  latest  version  of  my  suggestions 
relative  to  guidelines  for  the  disposition  of  the  major 
SEN HI  parcels. 

I  have  circulated  this  through  some  of  the  street 
associations  and  have  incorporated  some  of  their  suggestions 
and  modifications.  I  will  be  mailing  it  to  all  major  street 
associations  today. 


TPD/ahm 


Sincerely  yours , 


Thomas  Philip  Degnon 


Contact:  Phil  Degnon 
Day  phone:  536-5116 


GUIDELINES 

for 

MAJOR  SENHI  PARCELS 

Version  1.5 
October  7,  1986 


********************* 


DEFINITIONS: 
Major  SENHI  parcels: 

Map  #   Parcel  #   Location  Close-Out  Plan 

4  29A        1797-1815  Washington     ? 

140-150  Northampton 

5  30         1565-1587  Washington     Commercial 

Rutland/Haven  (possible 

RD-60      450-452  Shawmut  mixed  use) 

7       33B        75-87  Northampton        Commercial 
R-12A      1762-1788  Washington 
R-12B      91-113  Northampton 

11      P-6A       1-67  East  Berkeley,      Residential 
Tremont,  Alley  705, 
Shawmut 

13      RC-9       Washington,  Rutland,     Commercial 
Shawmut  (possible 

mixed  use) 

15      RE-7B      83-95  W  Springfield      New  Park 

25      R-llC      6-14  East  Concord        Residential 

Affordable  housing: 

Affordable  housing  is  housing  which  is  within  reach  of  those 
persons  or  families  having  an  annual  income  at  or  below  the 
"moderate  income"  level  as  defined  by  BHA/MHFA  definitions. 
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Wr  i  te-Down 


A  developer's  ability  to  provide  affordable  housing  units  derives 
from  bra's  "writing  down"  of  the  market  value  of  the  land  being 
•conveyed  to  the  developer.  (E.g.,  if  a  parcel  having  a  market 
value  of  $1,000,000  is  sold  to  the  developer  for  $100,000,  the 
developer  will  be  expected  to  offer  the  affordable  units  for  sale 
at  an  aggregate  cost  which  is  $900,000  below  market.) 

In  other  words  

Since  the  market  value  and  "write-down"  varies  from  parcel 
to  parcel,  so  will  the  number  and  percentage  of  affordable 
housing  units. 
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ELEMENTS  OF  GUIDELINES 


I.   AFFORDABLE  HOUSING 


AFFORDABLE  HOUSING  LIMIT 


All  of  the  major  SENHI  parcels  which  contain  residential  units 
must  contain  some  "affordable"  housing. 

The  number  and  type  of  affordable  housing  on  a  given  parcel  will 
be  determined  by  the  value  of  the  write-down  of  the  land,  but  no 
more  than  50%  of  the  housing  units  on  a  given  parcel  shall  be 
"affordable".  No  more  than  50%  of  the  total  housing  units  on  the 
major  SENHI  parcels  shall  be  "affordable". 


WRITE-DOWN  FIXED 


A  developer  needs  to  know  BRA's  market  value  of  the  land  for  each 
parcel,  and  it  should  be  contained  in  the  RFP  or  Developer's  Kit 
for  each  parcel.   Since  this  value  and  the  write-down  form  the 
core  of  the  developer's  financial  projections,  they  cannot  be 
changed  by  BRA  during  the  development  process. 


SALE/RENTAL 


In  that  the  major  SENHI  sites  near  Washington  Street  are  in  areas 
of  very  low  homeownership,  the  RFP's  and  Developer's  Kits  for 
these  sites  shall  call  for  homeownership  opportunities,  e.g., 
condos  . 

The  other  SENHI  sites  may  be  either  rental  or  sale. 

Rental  of  affordable  condo  units  shall  be  controlled  and  shall 
require  tenant  approval  by  the  condo  association,  but  such 
approval  shall  not  be  unreasonably  withheld. 


TENANTS/BUYERS 


Preference  in  the  sale  or  rental  of  affordable  housing  units  must 
be  given  to  current  or  displaced  South  Enders. 
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RESTRICTIONS  ON  AFFORDABLE  UNITS 

There  shall  be  appropriate  deed  restrictions  on  all  affordable 
condo  units  that  ensure: 

1.)  That  the  unit  forever  remains  affordable; 

2.)  That  any  rental  of  the  unit  is  to  a  person  or  family 

which  is  otherwise  qualified  for  affordable  housing;  and, 

3.)  That  the  unit  owner  is  not  unjustly  enriched. 


II.   ZONING/PLANNING  ISSUES 


ZONING  DENSITY 


All  proposals  must  conform  to  the  density  requirements  of  the 
applicable  zoning  area,  typically  H-2.   BRA  shall  not  waive  these 
requirements  because  the  sites  are  urban  renewal  sites.   In  other 
words,  -no  "U"  suffixes. 


ZONING  PARKING 


LAND  USE 


GARDENS 


The  RFP  and  Developer's  Kits  must  call  for  sufficient  off-street, 
on-site  parking  to  avoid  impacting  an  already  difficult  parking 
problem.  There  shall  be  no  waiver  of  parking  requirements 
mandated  by  zoning  law. 


The  so-called  1979  "Close-Out  Plan"  specifies  the  land  use  for 
each  parcel.   Since  this  plan  represents  the  result  of  a 
community-wide  process,  these  land  uses  should  be  adopted  as  a 
starting  point. 


If  a  site  contains  a  developed  garden,  the  RFP  and  Developer's 
Kit  must  direct  the  developer  to  consider   retention  of  some  of 
the  gardens  . 
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III.  PROCESS 


The  neighborhood  association  in  which  a  SENHI  parcel  is  located 
(and  the  immediately  abutting  neighborhood  associations)  should 
have  the  lead  role  in  determining  the  use  and  in  overseeing  the 
development  of  each  parcel. 

The  role  of  any  South  End-wide  group  would  be  to  assist  the  local 
neighborhood  associations  in  accomplishing  their  objectives;  it 
would  not  dictate  to  the  local  neighborhood  associations. 


The  City  and  BRA  should  prepare  a  draft  RFP  on  each  of  the  major 
SENHI  parcels.   This  RFP  shall  be  based  on  the  following: 

1.)   The  land  use  in  the  Close-Out  Plan. 
2.)   The  guidelines  in  this  document. 
3.)   bra's  current  "intelligence"  on  the 
affected  neighborhood's  desires. 

The  draft  RFP  should  then  be  sent  to  the  affected  neighborhood 
association  and  the  abutting  neighborhood  associations.  Their 
changes  would  be  incorporated  into  the  RFP  before  publication. 

If  at  all  possible,  the  developer  should  be  encouraged  to  present 
the  proposal  to  the  neighborhood  prior  to  submission  to  BRA,  so 

that  the  proposal  would  more  accurately  reflect  the 
neighborhood's  desires. 

After  receipt  of  proposals  from  developers  (and  before  any 
developer  is  deemed  unqualified  by  BRA),  the  developers  shall 
present  their  proposals  before  the  affected  and  abutting 
neighborhood  groups. 

With  bra's  assistance,  the  NEIGHBORHOOD  ASSOCIATIONS ' s  shall 
negotiate  with  the  developers  to  effect  desired  changes. 

The  neighborhood  associations  shall  participate  in  each  stage  of 
the  re  view/ implementation  process  to  ensure  that  the 
neighborhood's  objectives  are  being  achieved. 
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Rainbow  Coalition 
South  End  Council 
491  Columbus  Avenue 
Boston.  Ma.  02118 


Mr  Ricardo  MiUett 

Boston  Redevopmeni  Authority 

City  Hali-9th  Floor 

1  Citv  Hall  Plaza 

Boston,  Ma  02201 


Dear  Mr  Millett 


We  of  the  South  End  Council  of  the  Rainbow  Coahtion  urge  you  to 
immediately  reconsider  the  standards  of  affordability  on  all  Phase  1(A)  & 
i'  B I  parcels  in  the  South  End    Specifically,  we  urge  you  to  change  the 
standards  of  affordability  in  the  Request  For  Proposal  to  require  75% 
affordable  housing,  with  25%  low  income  and  50%  moderate  income  housing 
These  standards  should  be  measured  by  the  median  income  of  Boston 
residents    There  is  a  consensus  in  the  South  End  thai  '.hese  higher  standards 
are  necessary  to  further  the  stated  committment  of  tne  BRA  and  the  Mayor 
10  create  affordable  housing.  The  current  standard  oi  J5%  minimum 
affordable  housing  is  whoUy  inadequate  to  address  the  pressing  need  for 
housing  for  low  and  moderate  income  South  End  residents. 

We  hope  that  you  will  )oin  with  us  m  our  efforts  to  ensure  housing  for 
all  of  Boston  s  residents  by  revising  the  RFP  criteria.  Tu  do  less  would  make 
a  mockery  of  the  Mayor  s  commitment  to  humane  public  policy  and  decent 
housing  in  Boston. 


Sincerely. 

David  Douglass 
Marilvn  Wu 

Co-chairpersons,  South 
End  Council 
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Together,  we're  building  the  Rainbow, 

RAINBOW  COALITION  •  431  Columbus  Avenue  •  Boston  MA  02116   •  Telephone  2fc'-5'SQ 


South  End  Council 

December  29,  1986 


Stephen  Coyle 

Eiecutive  Director 

Boston  Redevlopment  Authority 

One  City  Hall  Plaza 

Boston,  Massachusetts 


Dear  Mr.  Coyle: 

In  a  9  month  process  in  which  the  BRA  and  the  South  End/Lower 
Roibury  community  have  discussed  the  goals  and  objeaives  of  SENHI  and 
the  development  or  the  Washington  Corridor,  a  compromise  position  has 
been  recommended  by  the  Affordabiiity  Committee  of  the  SE/LR  Planning 
Initiative  (No-Name  Committee):   1/3  market  rate  units,  1/3  moderate 
income  units,  and  1/3  low  income  units.  The  South  End  Council  of  the 
Rainbow  Coaltion  urges  the  BRA  staff  and  Board  of  Direaors  to  support  this 
moderate  community  recommendation. 

In  addition,  to  give  Community  Development  Corporations  (CDCs)  a 
chance  to  compete  with  for-profit  developers,  we  urge  that  the  90  day  time 
frame  for  submission  of  proposals  be  extended  to  120  days. 

We  are  confident  that  the  BRA  Board  of  Directors  will  respond  in  a 
positive  manner  to  these  two  recommendations. 


David  L.  Dougfass 

Marilyn  Wu 

Co-chairpersons  South  End  Rainbow 

Council 


cc:  Robert  Farrell.  Chair.  BRA  Board  of  Direaors 
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VaiJ^INQUILINOS     BORICUAS     EN     ACCION  ^IBA 


Decanber  15,  1986 

Stephen  Coyle,  Director 
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
One  City  Hall  Square 
Boston,  Ma.  02201 

Dea-T  Mr.  Coyle: 

Inquilinos  Boricuas  en  Accion  is  strongly  opposed  to  the  inclusion  of 
the  640  Tremont  Street  property,  Parcel  SE-116,  in  Phase  lA  of  the  SENHI 
progi'am. 

Since  the  sumrier  of  this  year,  IBA  has  joined  many  other  neighborhood 
groups  and  concerned  individuals  in  a  time-consuming  process  "of  carmunity 
input  into  the  city's  guidelines  for  developing  vacant  parcels  in  the  South 
End.  Because  the  640  Trenont  St.  site  is  the  last  abandoned  property  in 
Villa  Victoria,  IBA  is  particularly  interested  in  the  disposition  of  that  site. 

For  many  months,  BRA  officials  have  stated  repeatedly  that  the  first  round 
of  development  \vDuld  focus  on  the  Washington  St.  Corridor  sites.  We  were 
therefore  taken  aback  to  learn  that  the  plan  had  suddenly  ciianged  and  that 
the  BRA  staff  v.as  reccrrmending  that  Parcel  SE-116  be  fast-tracked. 

Even  if  this  were  an  easy  site  to  develop,  IBA  \\ould  object  to  this 
abrupt  turnabout,  especially  in  a  disposition  process  that  is  supposed  to 
strengthen  non-profit  coimunity  develoF)ers.  Given  their  ccmnitment  to  canainity 
involvement  and  their  limited  resources,  it  is  more  difficult  for  non-profit 
agencies  to  suddenly  change  directions.   In  addition,  our  organization  is 
currently  undergoing  a  period  of  internal  transition. 

In  the  case  of  640  Tremont  Street,  we   are  particularly  concerned  because 
the  nature  of  that  historic  site  makes  the  development  of  affordable  housing 
a  very  challenging  endeavor,  one  utdch  is  not  at  all  conducive  to  a  fast- 
track  process.  For  example,  should  IBA  opt  to  pursue  a  joint  venture, 
one  possibility  ^-.iiich  has  been  discussed,  t\TO  months  is  hardly  sufficient 
time  to  conduct  a  thorough  search  for  joint  venture  partners,  assent)le 
a  develoanent  team,  and  negotiate  the  details  of  the  partnership.  Furthermore, 
if  IBA  decided  to  tr\-  to  include  rental  housing  in  its  development  proposal, 
the  current  uncertainty  in  the  s\Tidication  market  makes  it  highly  unlikely 
that  we  would  be  able  to  properly  assess  the  feasibility  of  a  syndication 
package. 


PEOPLE  WORKING  TOGETHER  FOR  A  BETTER  FUTURE  IN  VILLA  VICTORIA 
TRABAJAMOS    JUNTOS    POR    UN    FUTURO    MEJOR    EN    \  ILLA    VICTORIA 
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Mr.  Stephen  Coyle  -2-  December  15,  1986 


vaiile  IBA  applauds  the  city's  attanpt  to  develop  long-abandoned  parcels 
m  the  South  End,  we  feel  strongly  that  last  minute  changes  are  not  the  best 
w-ay  to  insure  ccmnunity-controlied,  affordable  development.  We  urge  you 
to  ranove  Parcel  SE-116  from  SENHI's  Phase  lA.  Tliank  you  very  nuich  for  your 
consideration. 


Sincerely , 


Clara  L.  Garcia 
Executive  Director 


Ricardo  Millett  '-^'^ 
Rep.  Byron  Rushing 
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December  30,  1986 


HAND  DELIVERED 

Mr.  Stephen  Coyle 

Executive  Director 

Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

One  City  Hall  Plaza  -  9th  floor 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02201 

Dear  Mr.  Coyle: 

In  a  9  month  process  in  which  the  BRA  and  the  South  End/Lower 
Roxbury  community  have  discussed  the  goals  and  objectives  for  SENHI 
and  the  development  of  the  Washington  Corridor,  a  compromise  oosition 
has  been  recommended  by  the  Affordabil ity  Committee  of  the  SE/LR 
Planning  Initiative  (No-Name  Committee):  2/3  of  units  should  be 
affordable,  i.e.  1/3  of  the  total  market  rate,  1/3  moderate,  an-d  1/3 
low  income.  We  urge  the  BRA  staff  and  Board  of  Directors  to  support 
this  moderate  community  recommendation. 

In  order  to  give  Community  Development  Corporations  (CDC's)  an 
opportunity  to  compete  with  for-profits  developers,  we  urge  that 
the  time  frame  of  90  days  for  submission  of  proposals  be  extended 
to  120  days.  We  are  confident  that  the  BRA  Board  of  Directors  will 
respond  in  a  positive  manner  to  these  two  recommendations. 

S  i  n  ce  re  1  y , 

Clara  L.    Gancia 
Executive  Director 


cc:     Robert  Farrell 


CLG 
/es 


PEOPLE  WORKING  TOGETHER  FOR  A  BETTER  FUTURE  IN  VILLA  VICTORU 
TRABAJAMOS    HJNTOS    POR    UN    FUTURO    MEJOR    EN    VILLA    VICTORIA 


405  SHAWMUT  AVE.  BOSTON,  "  *  ^^  \CHUSETTS  02118  U.S.A.    TEL.  262-1342 
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VaiV^INQUILINOS     BORICUAS     EN     ACCION  ^IBA 


as 

J!T  December  30,  1986 


HAND  DELIVERED 

The  Honorable  Mayor  Raymond  Flynn 
One  City  Hall  Plaza 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02201 

Dear  Mayor  Flynn: 

You  have  often  stated  that  your  administration  would  develop 
affordable  housing.  The  BRA  is  currently  proposing  guidelines  for 
the  development  of  the  Washington  Corridor  calling  for  only  a  mini- 
mum of  35%   affordable  units.  If  655c  non-affordable  housing  is  built 
by  your  administration,  not  only  is  that  against  the  public  good, 
but  will  increase  the  displacement  of  moderate  and  low  income  families 
from  the  South  End.  We  urge  you  to  utilize  the  full  influence  of 
your  office  to  support  the  compromise  developed  by  the  Affordabi lity 
Conmittee  of  the  SE/LR  Planning  Initiative:  1/3  market  rate  housing, 
1/3  moderate,  and  1/3  low  income.  We  also  request  that  the  shortened 
time  frame  of  the  BRA  for  the  development  of  proposals  of  90  days  be 
extended  to  120  days,  so  that  CDC's  will  have  an  opportunity  to 
submit  proposals. 

Sincerely, 


t\ 


dA.  L.  LhAU^K^ 


Clara  L.    Garcfia 
Executive   Dinector 


cc:     Michael   Taylor 


CLG 
/es 


PEOPLE  WORKING  TOGETHER  FOR  A  BETTER  FLTl  RE  IN  VILLA  VICTORIA 
TRABAJAMOS    JL'NTOS    POR    LN    FUTURO    MEJOR    EN    VILLA    VICTORIA 


^ 
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^  UNITED  S©^TH  El^  SETTLEMENTS^ 
/7  Harriet  Tubman  HouBey^ 


Frieda  Garcia 
Executive  Director 


OFFICERS  ^^ 

WILLIAM    C    MESERVE 

PrMidroi 

CORA  SCHALK       _ 

Fint    Vicf-PrwiOfnt/^ 

ALE.XANDER  ELLIS.  \\\  y^ 

\  ice-Pretiatnt  ^ 

RICHARD  SODEN       J( 

Vice-Presidtnt  -^ 
CURTIS  M     DAVIS/^ 
Vic<-Pr«idfn( 
HENRY   H,  NEWELL 
Tr,a.ur,. 
GALEN  L.  STONE/' 
As&iBLant   Treuurer 
DOROTHY   CLARKE 

SecreLary^^-^ 
:EESLER   H     MONTGOMERY    ^ 


J  566  Columtrufl  Avenue 

J  B^sun,  MA  02118 
(617)  536-»610 


July    11,    1986 


The    Honorable    Raymond    L, 

Mayor  y^ 

City  of  Boston/^ 

One  City  Hall  Plaza^ 

Boston,  MA  02201  /^ 


Dear  Mayor  Flynn; 


Flynn- 


Clerk 


DIRECTORS  ^^ 

EDWIN  D    ABRAJdS  ^ 
ROBERTO   APONTE 
TRISTRAM    BLAKE  ^^ 
WILLIAM  D    CHIN"^^ 
F    DOUGLAS   COCHRANE 
DANIEL  I    CRONIN 
NANCY   ELLIS 
DOROTHY   A,  FLYNN 
JOVITA   FONTANEZ 
KAY   GIBBS 
■  .  AUGUSTUS  HEMENWAY       -^ 
JAMES   JENNINGS-^ 
huBEP.T   C    JOHNSON,  JR 
DIANA   KELLY 
CENNETK    ;^RUCKEMEYER 
JOHN    LOWELL 
LOUIS    LOWY 
MARY  A     MANUEL 
PAMELA    MASON 
HA3i.<LS-  MINOR.  JR 
ABE   ROTHSTEIN 
HELAINE  A    SIMMONDS 
WINIFRED  LEE  TANG* 
JOHN   H    THOMPSON 
STEPHANVE  THOMPSON 
JACK   WALSH 


BETTY  L    WORNUM 


/^ 


HONORARY    MEMBERS 

FLORENCE  B    LESUEUR 

HELEN   MORTON 

FREDERICK  B.  TAYLOR 


The  South  End/Lower  Roxbury  Ad  Hoc  Housing  Coalition  is^ 

comprised  of  individuals  representing  some  30  neighbor-^ 

hood  associations,  community  agencies,  tenant  organiza-v^ 

tions,  and  churches  that  have  come  together  in^response^ 

'to  the  bra's  proposed  South  End  Neighborhood  Housing^ 

-Initiative  (SENHI).  /^  -^ 

We  support  the  objective  of  developing  remaining  BRA 
properties  for  affordable  housing  in  our  area.   However, 
we  take  issue  with  the  framework  for  citizen  participa- 
tion proposed  by  the  Office  of  Neighborhood  Services, 
which  restricts  resident  input  to  review  and  comment  on 
development  decisions  and  which  fails  to  establish  even 
general  criteria  for  participation  in  the  proposed 
Citizens  Review  Committee.   Furthermore,  the  timeframe 
within  which  key  decisions  are  to  be  made  is  exceedingly 
short,  particularly  as  it  relates  to  the  importance  of 
these  properties  to  the  future  of  the  area,  and  to  the 
time  (in  most  cases,  several  decades)  the  BRA  has  had 
possession  of  the  properties  in  question,  thus  keeping 
them  from  neighborhood  use. 

As  you  know,  this  neighborhood  —  more  than  most  —  has 
suffered  the  decisions  of  previous  BRA  administrations; 
and,  consequently,  trust  in  the  BRA  comes  neither  easily 
nor  swiftly.   Your  personal  reputation  for  addressing 
neighborhood  issues  as  part  and  partial  of  development 
processes  led  us  to  bring  our  concerns  directly  to  you. 

As  a  result  of  a  series  of  meetings  at  the  Blackstone 
Community  School  in  1984,  conducted  by  the  Office  of 
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Neighborhood  Services,  a  commitment  was  made  for  an  elected 
neighborhood  council  in  the  South  End;  the  only  real  point  of 
debate  was  whether  the  council  would  have  veto  power  over  develop- 
ment decisions.   Despite  that  commitment^  your  Administration  has 
proposed  an  appointed  Citizens  Review  Committee  with  limited  func- 
tion of  review  and  comment  rather  than  actual  power  over  develop- 
ment of  the  area. 

Understandably,  our  Coalition  has  remained  steadfast  in  its 
unanimous  support  of  the  articulated  neighborhood  position  that  an 
elected  Project  Area  Committee  is  required.   Our  reasons  for  this 
are  simple:   the  nature  of  the  development  of  the  70  parcels  of 
publicly  held  land  in  the  South  End  and  Lower  Roxbury  will  have 
dramatic  and  lasting  impact  on  the  quality  of  life  in  this  area 
for  current  residents,  their  children,  and  generations  to  come. 
Given  the  racial,  ethnic,  and  economic  diversity  of  our  area;  a 
democratically  elected  Project  Area  Committee  is  the  only  viable 
mechanism  for  representing  the  varying  (and  often  competing) 
interests  in  the  area.   Wisdom  dictates  such  a  body  as  the  best 
available  means  of  bringing  together  various  factions  in  a  spirit 
of  accomodation  to  ensure  the  development  of  affordable  housing, 
as  well  as  the  preservation  and  enhancement  of  open  space  (in- 
cluding urban  gardens  which  are  particularly  important  to  the 
elderly)  and  the  marshalling  of  development  that  will  enhance 
rather  than  detract  from  the  quality  of  life  we  have  come  to  enjoy 
in  the  South  End  and  Lower  Roxbury. 

Your  Administration  has  been  innovative  in  its  approach  to  develop 
ing  new  housing  and  to  transforming  abandoned  housing  into  new 
homes,  as  evidenced  by  your  Inclusionary  Zoning  Policy.   Your  re- 
port Rooms  for  Rent ;  A  Study  of  Lodging  Houses  in  Boston,  pub- 
lished in  May,  1986,  demonstrated  a  sensitivity  to  the  alarming 
trend  in  the  role  of  real  estate  speculation  in  diminishing  the 
stock  of  lodging  houses  as  a  viable  and  affordable  houisng 
alternative  —  a  problem  particularly  prevalent  in  our  area  as 
documented  by  USES  in  its  report.  Lodging  House  Needs  in  the  South 
End ,  November,  1982.   Despite  your  own  stated  interest  in  revers- 
ing this  trend,  the  SENHI  plan  makes  no  reference  to  using  avail- 
able  BRA  properties  as  a  currently  accessible  means  to  this  end; 
a  fact  this  Coalition  sees  as  disappointingly  and  dangerously 
indicative  of  a  larger  problem  of  insufficent  attention  to  the 
critical  details  of  development,  planning  and  coordination. 
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Before  we  proceed  too  far  along  divergent  courses,  the  Coalition 
requests  a  meeting  with  you  and  a  small  group  representing  member- 
ship to  dicuss  our  shared  concerns  and  visions  of  the  possibili- 
ties and  realities  facing  us.   We  trust  you  will  understand,  as  we 
do,  that  it  is  in  everyone's  best  interest  for  us  to  meet  as  soon 
as  possible. 


Sincerely  yours, 


rieda  Garcyia 

for  the  Lnterim  Coordination  Committee 

of  the  South  End/Lower  Roxbury  Ad 

Hoc  Housing  Coalition. 


copies:   Interim  Coordinating  Committee  Members 
Steven  Coyle 
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SOUTH  END/LOWER  ROXBUPY  AD  HOC  HOUSING  COALITION 
INTERIM  COORDINATING  COMMITTEE 

Reverend  Tony  Bethel  -  Chairperson,  South  End/Lower  Roxbury  United 
Neighborhood' Coalition  (SELRUNC) 

Jeanette  Boone  -  Chairperson,  Four  Corners  Neighborhood  Association 

Pat  Cusick  -  Director,  SNAP 

Frieda  Garcia  -  Executive  Director,  United  South  End  Settlements 

Frank  Jordan  -  Chairperson,  Development  Committee,  Claremont  Park 
Neighborhood  Association 

Mel  King  -  Rainbow  Coalition 

Paul  Poston  -  President,  Frankie  O'Day  Corporation 

Carole  Quinerly  -  Executive  Director,  Tenants'  Development  Corporation 

Ann  Sanders  -  Member,  Executive  Board,  Worcester  Square  Area 
Neighborhood  Association 


Oraanizations  listed  for  identification  purposes  only. 
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663  Massachusetts  Avenue  •  Boston.  Massachusetts  02  1  i  8  •  (6  i  7)  445  83  l  7 


Monday,  December  29,  1986 


The  Honorable  Raymond  Flynn 
One  City  Hall  Plaza 
Boston,  MA  02116 


Dear  Mayor  Flynn: 


Sincerely 


3C  /d-ee-^ 


Natnaniel  Geer,  Clerk 

Tenants'  Development  Corporation 


CC  : 


Michael  Taylor,  Commissioner  of  Affairs  of  the  Elderly 
Byron  Rushing,  State  Representative 


/ng 
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2"  December  1986 

Mr  Ricardo  Milieu 

Busion  Redevelop  mem  Auihority 

One  Ciiv  Hall  Square 

Bosion.  MA  02201 

Re:  BRA-SENai 

Dear  Mr   Miliei: 

As  president  of  ihe  Shavmui  Avenue  Neighborhood  Associaiion  and  on 
behalf  of  our  Association,  i  am  responding  lo  vour  inviiauon  for  wntien 
comraenis  concerning  BRa-SENSI  plan?  as  outlined  in  Phase  IB 

1  "JTe  request  that  parcel  RC-6  i corner  of  D^'ight  Street  and  Shawmui 
Avenue--bordered  by  pub'  c  allev  =''05'  be  included  in  Phase  IB    This 
parcel  should  be  included  either  as  part  of  parcel  P6-8  or  as  a  separate 
development    We  feel  that  this  will  complement  the  P6-8  development 
and  also  make  use  of  a  field  v.-hich  is  currently  being  used  for  no  purpose 
other  than  a  dumping  ground  and  dog  run  'Neighbors  currentlv  maintain 
this  parcel  to  keep  it  clean.) 

2  Anv  dilution  of  parking  spaces  as  originallv  planned  is  unacceptable.  If 
anything  more  parking  spaces  are  needed  in  the  development    We  would 
mviie  vou  to  drive  up  Shawm ut  Avenue  between  Dwighi  Street  and 
Waltham  Street  any  night  of  the  week  to  view  the  double  or  triple  parking. 
This  IS  due  to  the  area  s  commercially  zoned  status,  coupled  with  a 
tremendous  lack  of  parking  spaces. 

5    Why  cannot  the  affordable  condo/cooperative  units  be  expanded  and 
possiblv  placed  in  separate  buildings'"  The  idea  of  home  ownership  for 
low -income  people  is  appealing  to  both  the  neighborhood  as  well  as  the 
prospective  owners  because  it  gives  these  people  both  a  sense  of  pride  as 
well  as  future  equitv    W^     jggest  the    separate  buildings   idea  merelv 
because  we  feel  it  would  oe  difficult  to  sell  anv  market  rate  units  in  a 
miied  price  building 
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4  We  oppose  BHA  ownership  of  any  unsold  units.  Over  the  years,  BHA  has 
demonstrated  a  complete  lack  of  attention  to  any  of  the  projects  in  the 
area    The  Cathedral  Projects  is  a  perfect  example  of'this.  BHA  s  continued 
lack  of  maintenance  in  this  project  has  caused  the  tenants  to  live  in  close  to 
subhuman  conditions  and  has  caused  the  majority  of  buildings  to  be 
completely  boarded  up,  reducing  affordable  units  of  housing  to  hundreds  of 
people    Although  references  have  been  made  that  the  Cathedral  Projecis 
Vviil  be  completely  renovated  and  the  currently  boarded-up  buildings  be 
made  habitable    This  song  has  been  sung  for  many  years  and,  quite 
franklv  no  one  believes  ii    BHA  should  first  get  its  existing  houseisj  in 
order  before  being  allowed  lo  lake  un  and  rum  other  housing  in  the  South 
End 

5  We  oppose  the  changes  now  being  offered  to  us  relative  to  the  percent 
of  affordable  units  and  believe  the  guidelines  should  be  kept  as  originally 
stated  and  not  jUSt  changed  because  a  few  people  conducted  a  highly 
suspect  straw  pool  of  another  few  people    The  South  End  is  already  well 
above  the  limits  set  by  the  BRA  of  low  income  housing  units  in  a  given 
neighborhood. 

6  We  oppose  the  redesignation  of  TDC  as  owners/developers  of  the  parcels 
on  East  Berkelev  Street  between  Washington  Street  and  Shawmut  Avenue. 
They  had  their  designation  far  too  long  and  did  nothing.  Both  the  Eight 
Streets  Neighborhood  Association,  as  well  as  our  association,  oppose  their 
plans  because  they  are  totally  unfeasible  and  just  slightly  pure  fantasy    If 
after  seven  years  they  are  unable  to  do  anything,  another  group  should  be 
given  the  opportunity--before  someone  torches  the  entire  block.  Because 
of  TDC  s  inaction,  these  buildings  continue  to  deteriorate  and  mav  soon  fall 
down 
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7    We  take  personal  offense  lo  any  references  made  lo  racism  and  bigoiry. 
The  South  End  is  the  most  racially  balanced  area  in  the  city  and  has  been 
this  ^-ay  for  decades    Many  of  us  have  lived  here  for  20  and  30  years.  We 
have  always  lived  harmoniously  with  everyone--regardless  of  color  or 
ethnic  background.  Our  neighborhood  association  probably  includes  more 
life-long  residents  than  any  other  in  the  South  End    Anyone  of  these 
residents  can  easily  attest  that  racism  and  bigotry  is  not  tolerated  here. 
This  is  not  South  Boston;  this  is  the  South  End.   In  addition,  we  will 
nut  tolerate  carpetbaggers  from  other  less  racially  mixed  areas  of  the  city 
lellmg  us  what  we  should  and  shouldn  t  agree  to 


We  hope  that  vou  will  consider  these  points  and  we  look  forward  lo  the 
January  12th  meeting. 

Sincerelv. 


Norman  P  Goulet 

President 

Shawmui  Avenue  Neighborhood  Association 

cc    lames  teilv 
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United   SouCh  End/Lovwar  Roxbury  0«v«lopm«nt  Corporation 

32  Rutland  St  .  Boaton.  Ma    03118 
T»l«phona  (617)  26*-M51 

Janizary   6.    1987 

Rdvrr.ond    L.    Flynn,    Mayor 
City   0^   Boston 
One   Ci  ty   Hil 1    PI j:a 
Boston.   Massachusetts 

Dear   Mayor   Flynn: 

UuC   Supports   your  efforts    for  eiuitjMe   distribution  of  SRA-held  parcels    In   the   South 
End/Lower  Ro«bury   and  requests  ^cur   intercession   In   th«  Cispcslticn  process   in  order 
to  safeguard  our  shared  qoal   of  providing  affordable  housing,     ^s   you  know,  what   has 
been   a  boom  for   real   estate    Interests   has   been  disaster   for  rany  city   residents; 
those  nost   adversely   affected,  particularly   In  our  area,   have  been  households  of 
color,    along  with    low   Incc^re   and  elderly  households.      It    is    thosi?   households    that 
deserve   the  highest  prlo'-lty   for  housing   developed  en   tre  E^-A  p 
seeks  enforceable  developrnent  guidelines    that  best  neet   their  r. 


arcels;   UDC   therefore 
riecds  . 


'he  SlNh'   process,  heralded  by   the  BRA  as   a  highly   Innovative  one,  has  perhaps 
Vivolved  nore   broad  co^irunlty  participation   than   the  B?A  offered  during  urban   renewal. 
"t   the  sa.T*   time,   urban   renewal    afforded   residents  r.ore  opportunity   for   real    ccnnLinlty 
:ontrcl    than   the   BRA  has  with  SENHI  ,     What  would  be   truly   Innovative  would  be  a 
process    in  which   the   BRA  responded   to  conrnunlty   concerns   and  adhered   to   "bottow  Urges' 
that   have  emanated  froffi  the  comnjnltv  and   that   reflect   Its   development  history. 

UDC    supports    the   Conmunlty   CcriDrorl-.e   Position   that   the   SEShl    properties   be   allocated 
to   ;>'velcpers   that  provide,   en   a  parcel -by-parcel    basis,   an  even   distribution  o^ 
:3    1/ji  of  the  units    for  ma  rue  t    rate;    33    1/3    for  moderate    ircone;    and   33    ■ /3 
for   low   income  households.     Such  a  guideline   Is   the  best   incentive   for  developers 
to  utilize  r.ax1muir  creattvtty   in  development   financing  and  planning;   less   than   tha*. 
or  asking. for  "best  efforts,"   offers    insufficient    Incentive.      UDC    furth*'r  supports 
requiring  developers  whose  projects    for  whatever  reason   fall    to  deliver  such  an 
Income  nix   to  be   assessed  a  penalty  to  be  paid  to  the  Neighborhood  Stabilization 
Fund.     Penalties   should  be  based  upon  the   scale  of  the  project,  and  their  assessment 
ohOvild  be  made  publ  1c  , 

;t   is   'JDC's  position   that   the   BRA  ought  not   to  convey  any  property   In   the   South 
End/Lower  Roxbury   that  doe?   not  meet   these   Income  distribution  guidelines.      In   the 
unfortunate  event,  however,   that  development   failing  to  meet   these  guidelines   Is 
approved;    that  property  should  be   conveyed   for  no   less   than  a  price   reflecting 
the   highest  and  best  use  market  price. 

UDC  also  requests   that   the   tine  allotted   for  proposal    submittal   be  extended  another 
thirty  days,   so  that  CDCs  and  other  nonprcfits  have  adequate   time   to  asseinble   team^  , 
prepare   plans    for  development   and,    in   some    Instances,   enter   Into  Joint    venture 
agreements  with   other  developers.      We   urderstand   that   the  BPA   Is   interested   In 
disposing  of   these  properties   as   soon   as   possible;   at   the   sart   time,  we   are 
cognizant  of   the   fact   that   the  properties   have   been   in   the   BRA's   possession   for 
many  years   and,  given   the   limited  ava'labillty  of  opportunities   to  create 
afordable   housing   at   this   point,    jnotner  thirty   days    in  planning  ma^es    fcr 
better  development   overall. 

Please    ^ive   cr   recormendat  i  ons    the    fullest    consideration,  UDC 
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City  of  Boston 
January  6.    1987 
Page  two 


UOC    looks    forward   to  working  with   your  office   and  with    the   Boston   Redeve lopnent 
Authority   throughout    the   SENHI    process. 

Our  best  wishes    to  you  and  your   family    In   the   new  yar. 

ra1 thful ly  your^ , 


Syv^Ha  Hyman,   HI   ' 
P)^$1d<nt  1/'^ 

L/   Copies   to  Stephen  Coyle,   Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
Rlcardo  Mlllett,  Boston  Pcdevelop-nent  Authority 


UDC 
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Low  Cost  Tenants  Organization 
32  Rutland  Street 
Boston,  Mass.  02118 


Mr.  Stephen  C  o  y 1 e 

Executive  Director 

Boston  Redevelopr.  ent  Authority 

One  City  Hall  Plaza 

Boston,  !■;  a  s  s  . 

Dear  .'-I  r  .  C  c  y  1  e  : 

I  arr.  the  chairperson  of  the  Lov-Cost  Tenants  Organization, 
representing  73  households  lix'ing  in  HUD  foreclosed  properties 
m  the  South  End. 

I  a  IT.  writing  in  regards  to  Phasel  of  the  ERA;  SEX  HI  plan. 
Gi\-en  the  urgent  housing  crisis  which  exists  in  our  neighborhood, 
ve  support  the  position  of  the  Affordability  Committee  of  the 
South  End, 'Lower  Roxbury  Planning  Process-  two  thirds  of  the 
housing  developed  r.  ust  be  affordable.   To  our  organization,  this 
represents  a  compromise.   We  feel  that  100%  of  the  housing  builc 
on  this  public  land  should  be  affordable.   This  will  insure  that 
low  and  moderate  incor.e  families  li\ing  in  the  South  End  will  not 
be  displaced  by  the  private  r.arket  forces. 


Sincerely  , 


Charles  Johnson 

Chair,  Low  Cost  Tenants  Organizatic! 


cc:   Mr.  Robert  Farrell 

Chair,  Board  of  Directors 

ERA 
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UMITY     TDI'IERS    TEMftMr    COUMCIL 


E, . .  c-  c  n  1 1  V  vr-    l.'i  1  r  i:^r  '-  o  r 

E-iC'iF  ;■  on     Rc-:-c1'- Vr-l  onrri^--ri^     t^nt.hujr  i  t  ■/ 

Cine    r:i  r  V     H^l  1     PI  aza 


I     ,--,,-:    t-:.5    Pre-iT.icl^r-i-     c^     the    Lir,  itv     Tcu-je-rs    Tenant    Council. 

r--fr:.re= -^-n  •  ;  ;-.G     -;-.r-    r'!""'    i-!?-.ian.     L..<"ino.     !:<lf.ct.     .ind    Wnite    tslderlv    snd 

:". -riG  1  c.-Dped     r --r,  j  d.--nt  =     r.  f     Ijrij  •'.:■,     Xcu-j-^rs  . 

i     '--jould     1  :  1  fr    <.■■:■    f^o.;i-J      c.n    l:,c-i-,.-l-     nt     ^  i-,e    creation    o+     r.-f -^or  d^b  1  e 
r,..u.=  in-,     -.n     the    p'lhlic     i  a.nd     in    the    iAi.^  =  h  i  noton    Corridor.        l-Je,     the 
elder)  •.- ,     hfT-ed     ]  Civi    ccj?-t     hoi.n^incj,,        Diie    to    our     +  i  .;  ed     income's,     our 
b....i.je^-^    Ar--    stretched    thir,.        The    handicapped     also    need     a-f -f  or  dab  1 . 
".C'i.'  =  xr:o.     t.i<rc.--i '.•<==■    C'T     tr  an-Hijfjr  t  at  1  on     -o  =  t!:     and     risjna     medical 


i.|-.    are    dependino    on     vcii.i    to    pro-.'-de     rtr-Fordable    housino.        We 
iiuppo!-t     tlve    pot^jtion    C'f     the    At+oi- dab  i  1  i  t  v    Committee    o-f     the    SoutI 
End'1-Oi-er     Fo    hur'-     Planr-iino     F'r-ce=-s.         Ti-jO    thirds    o+     the    housirih 
devc-lorjea    iTiii?:t     [-;e    n.ade    affordable —     1/3    for    moderate    income 
resirieri.  ~. .     and     1/3    for     1  ouj     income    r  e-'^.  i  dent  5 .        i-Je    itroe    vc/u    to 
=  uDport     tl'i]   E    iji:'=]t]Dn. 

Further,     i-ie    reaue=t     that     submission    of     Droposals    be    due  ]  2''i    day 

arte.'       t'"e     i  ^:~'.^al•rce    of     the    F:F'F''=.         Jn    thi^    wav.     cc^mmun )  t  v  baa.ed 

'je-  eloper?,    ha-.e    a     fair     ch-nce    to    create    a     loint     ■.enti^tre  or 
compete-    I'iitt.     pri-.-ate    developere. 


ii  ncerel  v 


I  Pi  -J  ■::■  1" 
iJmtv     To^j,.-r:-     Tenant     Co. 


nc-,  ] 


CI  la  I  rnerenn  .  Board  of  Pirector^; 
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"^  Boston 
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4j^-  -Ui  uL  ^    i.     —Gardeners 
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December  30,  1986 


Mr.  Stephen  Coyle,  Director 
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
One  City  Hall  Plaza 
Boston,  NLA   02209 

Dear  Mr.  Coyle: 

Boston  Urban  Gardeners  is  writing  in  full  support  of  the  final  compromise 
and  positions  arrived  at  by  the  Affordability  Committee  of  the  South  End/ 
Lower  Ro.xbury  Planning  Initiative,  namely: 

0  that  two-thirds  of  the  units  built  or  renovated  be  affordable 

(one-third  moderate,  one-third  low  income,  one-third  market-rate). 
Given  the  original  goals  of  the  SE'nIHI  Program  and  the  painful 
history  of  development  and  urban  renewal  in  the  South  End,  this 
seems  eminently  reasonable.   Moreover,  given  the  fact  that  so  many 
South  End/Lower  Roxbury  residents  fall  well  below  the  Boston  SMSA 
guidelines,  it  is  only  fair  to  focus  development  efforts  on  housing 
which  will  at  least  be  "affordable"  by  the  higher  SMSA  standard. 

0  that  parking  requirements  be  based  on  current  zoning,  with 
variances  for  smaller  spaces; 

0  that  all  existing  community  gardens  be  preserved  and  continue  to 
serve  the  low  and  moderate  income  residents  of  the  South  End/Lower 
Roxbury  community  who  currently  depend  on  them  for  food,  exercise, 
socializing,  and' safe,  accessible  open  space  (with  the  understanding 
that  the  Berkeley  Street  Garden  will  be  reduced  to  not  less  than  35%); 

o  that  preference  for  development  be  given  to  CDC s ,  non-profit  organi- 
zations, minority  business  enterprises  and  joint  ventures,  as 
consistent  with  the  original  intent  of  the  SENHI  Program; 

0  that  the  Tree  of  Life  Project  be  scaled  down  and  incorporate  scattered 
sites  and  coordination  by  existing  human  service  agencies. 

In  addition,  we  continue  to  urge  the  publication  of  a  meaningful  plan  which 
would  describe  the  city's  planning  agency's  overall  goals  and  objectives  for 
the  South  End/Lower  Roxbury  community,  namely : 


^. 


33  Harrison  Avenue      5th  Floor      Boston,  MA  02111      (617)423-7497 
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ultimate  preferred  and  proposed  population  density  (40,000, 
50,000,  ??) ,  including  proposed  demographics  (10%  elderly, 
20%?   etc.)  to  create  a  context  in  which  to  evaluate  land  use 
proposals ; 

proposed  acreage  of  open  space  and  numbers  of  parking  spaces 
required  for  the  proposed  population,  also  t-o  assist  in  evaluating 
proposed  land  uses; 

some  discussion  of  required  services  (supermarkets,  transportation, 
etc.)  consistent  with  overall  goals. 

Without  some  sense  of  overall  goals  -  i.e.,  a  plan  -  it  is  impossible 
to  responsibly  direct  development.  We  have  yet  to  see  such  a  thing,  which 
one  would  think  would  be  the  point  of  departure,  not  an  afterthought. 

With  these  reservations  and  recommentations ,  we  otherwise  fully  support 
the  BR.'X's  current  plans. 

Sincerely  and  with  best  wishes 

for  a  successful  and  happy  new  year. 


Charlotte  Kahn 
Executive  Director 


CK:srg 

cc:   Mr.  Robert  Farrell 


a 
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MEMO  Date:   December  3,  1986 

To:   Housing  Af f ordability  Subcommittee/No  Name  Committee 

From:   Michael  Kane,  Director,  BAHC;  Chair,  Tent  City  Corporation 

Re:   Economic  Feasibility  of  Affordable  Housing  Development  on  South 
End  BRA  Land  Parcels 

Tent  City  Housing  Analysis 

The  neighborhood-based  Tent  City  Corporation  is  currently  building 

271  units  of  mixed  income  housing  in  the  South  End.   Current  TCC       ^ 

TCC  Board 
"oal 


aff ordability  definitions  and  goals  are:         Current 

,,  rents_, 
Ibr     2br 


25%  Low  Income  (less  than  50%  COB  med)    {25-30%  income) 
50%  Mod.   "     (50  to  120%  COB  med.)      S4 55/mo$54 5/no 
25%  Market      (greater  than  120%COBmed)  $885    $1,060 


,  .goal  _, 
lb?     2br 

( same ) 
$275   $355 
{ same) 


These  goals  are  based  on  City  of  Boston  (not  Greater  Boston) 
medians.   For  comparison,  120%  of  COB  median  roughly  equals  80%  of  SM3A 
median,  or  about  $27,500  for  a  family  of  4.   All  rents  include  utilities, 
and  are  less  than  30%  of  income  for  moderate  income  families.   Rents 
are  ^"urthermore  averages  for  each  category,  since  TCC  has  set  a  policy 
of  even  distribution  of  households  within  each  income  range  (to  avoid, 
for  example,  the  tendency  of  selecting  all  moderate  income  households 
at  the  upper  end  of  the  moderate  income  range)  . 

Although  TCC ' s  current  MHFA  pro  forma  shows  the  rents  in  the  left 
column,  the  Board's  current  goal  is  to  roll  tnese  back  to  the  level 
in  the  right  column,  in  the  11/85  TCC  pro  forma, (possibly  adjusted 
slightly  upward  to  reflect  inflation  and  changes  in  COB  median  figures). 
Preliminary  analysis  by  GBCD,  TCC ' s  consultants,  indicates  that  these 
goals  can  be  maintained  by  an  additional  allocation  of  about  35-40 
Ch.  707  and/or  §8  certificates  to  the  development  for  eligible  moderate 
income  households  in  the  lower  income  range. 

Development  costs.   Total  cost  of  TCC  housing  at  present  is 
$32  million,  or  $119 , 000 /unit  (hard  &  'soft  costs).   Land  cost  is  zero. 

Sources  of  funds.   The  financing  of  Tent  City  is  complex.   Basically 
however,  the  sources  include: 

1)  $28.6  M  mortgage  from  state  MHFA  at  9.6%  &  $3.5  2nd  mort.  from  Aetnc 

2)  State  SHARP  subsidy  from  MHFA — lowers  §f f ectivg^rate  of  interest 

to  5%  annually — annual  subsidy  is  $864R;  part-will  be  repaid  by  TCC 

3)  Series . -of ^ioans..  from  City  Neighborhood  Development  Fund  for  total 

of  $31M,  ovee-:30;years,  varying  interest  over  time 

4)  67  units  of  §8  and/or  Ch .  707  subsidies  for  low.  income  units 

5)  About  $5.4  M  in  net  syndication  proceeds  (tax  shelter  sales) 

This  last  is  a  key  point:   because  TCC  is  a  non-profit  developer, 
it  IS  committed  to  investing  all  net  tax  shelter  proceeds  back  into 
the  development,  to  lower  costs  and  increase  aff ordability .   Any 
for-profit  developer  would  ordinarily  take  a  substantial  part  of  this 
as  profit. 

Effect  on  rents.   If  no  subsidies  were  available,  average  1  br 
rents  would  be  $1 , 250-$l , 350/month ,  and  2brs  would  be  $1,350  to  $l,580/mo 
Thus,  all  rents  (including   market  rents)  are  effectively  subsidized 
V-..  ^u-  ..iTr"v  ^r^^    cuacD  ciiiKc  T  H  •>  oc  •  no  " -i  n  <- o  rn  fl  1  subsidv"  is  acbie\'able 
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The  MHFA  mortgage  and  SHARP  subsidies  thus  allow  a  reduction 
in  market  rents  to  the  $885  to  $1060/mo.  range.   In  addition,  the 
City  of  Boston  NDF  loan  terms  allow  a  further  reduction  for  the 
moderate  income  rents  to  the  $431  to$515/mo.  rent  range. 

The  development  will  also  receive  a  "Fair  Market  Rent"  payment 
for  each   of  the  25%  low  income  units,  making  up  the  diffei."ence 
between  what  the  tenant  pays  (based  on  25  or  30%  of  income)  and 
a  state  or  HUD  approved  "FMR"  (currently  $574/mo  for  Ibr,  $673  for  2  br.) 
This  generates  additional  subsidy  income  to  the  project.   IVith  a 
slight  increase  in  the  number  of  these  units,  the  rents  on  the  balance 
of  moderate  income  units  can  be  reduced  as  indicated  above. 

ERA  Lot  Analysis/New  Construction 

For  the  Washington  Street  parcels,  it  is  possible  to  achieve 
a  similar  income  mix  (25  low,  50  mod,  25  market)  as  achieved  at 
Tent  City,  with  similar  af f ordability  definitions  and  goals,  with 
no  major  City  subsidy  other  than  zero  land  cost.   While  space  and 
time  do  not  allow  a  detailed  analysis  here,  the  key  elements  are: 

1)  Assume  SlOOK/unit  cost  of  new  construction  (hard  s,    soft) 

plus  zero  land  cost  (BRA  lend  write-down) 

2)  Sale  of  25%  market  rate  units  to  owner-occupants  at 

S150K/unit  average  sales  price  (doable  in  this_  market 
area  in  1988/89) 

3)  MHFA  mortgage  and  SHARP  subsidy  for  75%  low/mod  units, 

bringing  effective  rate  of  interest  down  to  5% 

4)  25%  lov/  income  units  with  §8  or  Ch.  707  subsidies 

5)  40%  low  income  tax  credits  for  eligible  households  (all  low 

income  and  portion  of  moderate  income)  under  new  Tax  Act 
--9%  credit/eligible  unit/year  for  10  years 

The  key  difference  iftfth*  Tent  City  is  that,  by  selling  the  market 

rate  units  at  a  "profit",  the  development  will  generate  funds  which 

can  be  plowed  back  in  to  lower  costs  on  the  low/mod  units.   In  Tent 

City,  because  market  units  are  rented  (not  sold),  no  such  "intarnal 

subsidy"  IS  possible;  some  public  subsidv  funds  are, being  used  to 

tnese  market  rents 
make  these  rents  more  m.arketable,  and/are  actually  below  the  cost 

of  production. 

For  example,  on  a  hypothetical  100  unit,  mixed  income  development, 
if  25  market  units  were  sold  for  $150,000  each,  and  costs  were  $100,000/ 
unit,  about  $1.25M  would  be  available  to  lower  the  costs  of  the 
remaining  75  units. 

Another  difference  is  the  new  low  income  tax  credit  which,  in 
this  100  unit  example,  would  generate  about  $360,000  annually  for 
10  years  (gross),  or  about   $270,000  net.   Expressed  as  a  one-time 
grant,  this  would  amount  to  about  $1.9M. 

If  the  developer  is  a  non-profit  CDC  like  TCC ,  these  internal 
and  external  subsidies  would  be  used  to  lower  the  per  unit  cost  of 
the  75  low/mod  units  to  about  $ b6 , 000/unit .   This  is  within  the 
range  that  a  5%  SHARP/MHFA  mortgage  and  S8/707  could  support  while 
still  maintaining  Tent  City  aff ordability  goals. 
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December  29th 


Dea  r  f r i  ends  at  the  BRA: 


This  note  is  to  encourage  a  decision 
on  your  part  to  allow  at  least  120 
days  for  the  submission  of  proposals 
for  the  use  of  land  in  the  SENHI 
area  . 

I  also  encourage  a  a i vision  of  the 
housing  s q^j^h at  there  will  be  at 
least  1/ 3<^f^  i  1  abl  e  for  low  income 
and  for  moderate  income  individuals 
and  families. 

I  look  forward  to  participating  in 
the  meeting  on  January  12  at  the 
Blacks  tone  S  chool  . 

Best  wishes  in  the  New  Year. 

Respectful  1 y  , 


David  S.  King 
Vi  ce  President 


BRA 

Ci  ty  Hall,  Boston 

02201 


14  Beacon  Street 'Boston'Massachuserts/02108/61  7-742-6830 
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Melvin  H.  King 

431  Columbus  Avenue 

Boston   Massachusetts  021  lo 

lol")  Zo~-i^5^ 


December  23,  1986 


Mr.  Stephen  Coyle 

E^:ec^atlve  Direc±or 

Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

One  City  Hall  Plaza 

Boston,  yjassachusetts 

Dear  Mr.  Coyle, 

I  am  writing  with  three  specific  reccnmendations  to  the  Boston  Redevelopment 
Authority,  with  regard  to  the  final  guidelines  for  Requests  for  Proposals  .RFP5} 
for  the  developinent  of  the  parcels  of  publicly  owned  land  in  the  South  End  known 
as  the  "Washington  Corridor" .  Few  neighborhoods  in  tte  nation  have  been  as 
devastated  by  an  urban  renewal  agency  as  has  the  South  End  during  previous  Boston 
Redevelopment  Authority  (BRA)  administrations.  History  must  not  repeat  itself. 

Recormiendations : 

1.  The  mix  of  market  'units,  and  units  affordable  to  moderate  and  low 
income  families  should  be  1/3  market,  1/3  moderate,  and  1/3  low  inccme. 

2.  In  order  to  insure  equity  for  ccmnunity  development  corporations  (CDCs) , 
the  deadline  for  sutmission  of  proposals  for  develojiient  should  be  120 
days  after  Requests  for  Proposals  (RFPS)  issuance,  not  the  fast  track 

of  90  days  as  proposed  by  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  (BRA)  staff. 

3.  After  9  months  after  specifying  the  parcels  in  Phase  I  (this  year)  and 
Phase  II  (next  year)  of  SENHI,  the  December  shift  of  parcels  SE-116  & 
SE-59-66  to  Phase  I  must  not  take  effect,  and  these  parcels  returned  to 

Phase  II. 

1.  Mix  of  Units 

Tne  development  of  publicly  owned  land  must  be  for  the  greater  benefit  of 
the  public.  Because  of  the  severe  crisis  in  affordable  housing  in  Boston, 
this  greater  benefit  can  be  defined  in  on  way  other  than  the  development  of 
housing,  affordable  to  noderate  and  low  incone  residents.  Yet  the  draft  guide- 
lines proposed  by  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  (BRA)  staff  for  the 
Washington  Corridor  would  result  in  almost  2/3  of  the  housing  units  to  be  "non- 
affordable"  i.e.  market  rate,  with  only  35%  specified  for  moderate  and  low 
inccme  families.   I  think  that  it  wDuld  be  uncounsciounable  if  the  Boston 
Redevelopment  Authority  (BRA)  approved  guidelines,  which  rather  than  seizing 
the  opportunity  to  help  alleviate  the  crisis  in  affordable  housing,  panders 
to  developers  whose  market  rate  units  will  result  in  the  escalation  of  rents 
and  prof)erty  taxes  on  surrounding  parcels,  thus  conpleting  the  displacement 
of  low  and  moderate  inccme  families  frcm  the  South  End. 
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After  a  corrprehensive,  all  inclusive  ccmriTunity  planning  process  in  which  tte 
Boston  Redevelocment  Authority  (BRA)  staff  interacted  with  all  segirents  of  the 
neighJDorncod ,  the  Affordability  Ccmmittee  of  the  South  End/Lower  Roxbury  Planning 
Lnitiative  (known  by  serve  as  the  "No-Naine  Ccrraittee" )  ,  has  reccrtmended  a  ccrnpramise 
position  to  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  (BRA) :  that  your  guidelines  specify 
2/'3  affordability,  namely,  that  of  the  total  units  to  be  developed;  1/3  market  rate, 
1/3   moderate  and  1/3  lew  incene.  Even  though  I  had  hoped  that  the  affordability 
mmuTtum  would  be  at  least  75%,  I  firmly  support  this  ccmTTanity  ccmprcmise.  If  this 
reasonable  amount  of  low  and  moderate  income  units  cannot  be  specified  by  the  Boston 
Redevelopment  Authority  (BRA)  guidelines,  then  the  land  should  be  land-banked  until 
such  tune  as  affordable  housing  can  be  erected"!  ~     ^  '.  ^.,  ■^.    ■  ,  -'", 

I  'orge  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  (BRA)  to  support  this  comrnunity  ccmprcnise. 
!tethxng  less  is  acceptible. 

Inclusion  of  Ccrmunity  Development  Corporations  (CDCs) 

The  fast  track  of  90  days  to  submit  proposals  after  the  issuance  of  the  Requests  for 
Proposals  iRFPS) ,  contradicts  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  (BRA)  stated  inten- 
tion of  giving  preference  to  ccnmonity  development  corporations  in  the  Washington 
Corridor.  Ccrnmunity  uistitutions  do  not  have  the  resources  of  the  mega-developers 
to  expend  funds  for  developnent  proposals  on  short  notice.  The  normal  120  days  as 
a  tune  frame  should  be  utilized. 

Refom  of  Parcels  SE-116  and  SE  59-66  to  Phase  II 

These  parcels  should  not  have  been  included  in  Phase  I  at  the  last  minute.  SE-116, 
640  Traront  Street,  is  the  location  of  the  church  which  many  m   this  neighborhood 
believed  was  torched  to  prevent  its  development  as  a  ccitmunity  center  by  Inquilinos 
Borcicuas  en  Accion.   Its  location  in  the  midst  of  Villa  Victoria  is  of  great  concern 
to  the  Latino  catrnunity.   Its  designation  should  wait  until  next  year. 

SE-59-SE-66,  67-81  E.  Berkeley  Street,  or  the  "old  Harry  the  Greek's  block"  had 
received  tentative  designation  by  the  Boston  Redevelopnent  Authority  (BRA)  to  TDC, 
the  Tenants  Development  Corporation  which  submitted  a  proposal  last  year  for  mixed 
housing,  mcludixig  affordable  condos.  We  were  surprised  to  just  learn  that  TDC  has 
been  designated.  The  designation  of  this  parcel  should  wait  until  Phase  II. 

I  'urge  the  support  of  your  office  and  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  (BRA)  Board 
of  Directors  for  these  reccrmedations . 


Sincerely , 


'  J^-.C  I 


-Melvin  H.    King 


MHK:cmst 

cc:  Robert  Farrell,  Chair,  BRA  Board  of  Directors 
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Melvin  H.  King 

431  Columbus  Avenue 
Boston.  Massachusetts  021 

(017)  26T.375'3 


December  23,  1986 


The  Honorable  Raymond  Flynn 
Mayor  of  Boston 
One  City  Hall  Plaza 
Boston,  Massachusetts 

Dear  Ray, 

I  viould  like  to  meet  with  you,  if  at  all  possible,  prior  to  the  January  8th 
issuance  of  Requests  for  Proposals  (RFPS)  guidelines  by  the  Boston  Redevelopment 
Authority  for  the  fast-track  develcpnent  of  the  "Washington  Corridor" .  If  the 
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  (BRA)  proceeds  with  its  stated  position  of  only 
a  minimum  of  35%  affordable  housing  units  to  be  developed  in  the  Corridor,  then 
the  neighborhood  and  the  City  will  be  locked  into  a  finad  strx^gle  over  the  land, 
which  not  only  should  be  unneccessary ,  but  will  be  productive  only  at  great  cost. 

You  have  questioned  my  support  for  the  recent  Roxbury  Incorporation  referendun. 
My  support  (and  that  of  many  others)  derived  principally  frcm  signals  ananatirvg 
fran  the  City  that  the  city  government  is  more  responsive  to  developers  who  would 
utilize  publicly  owned  land  in  this  area  to  derive  great  profits,  rather  than 
respond  to  the  canrnunity  in  its  quest  for  affordable  housing.  The  stated  position 
of  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  (BRA)  that  the  guidelines  for  the  development 
of  the  Corridor  can  permit  65%  market  rate  units  would  give  unquestionable  proof 
on  that  issue.  The  guidelines  are  yet  to  be  finalized.  The  Mayor  can  still  take 
a  position  to  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  (BRA)  in  favor  of  affordable  housing. 

It  would  seem  that  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  (BRA)  has  been  OCTivinced  by 
organizers  of  the  insultingly  named  "EXmnping  Ground  Ccrntiittee''  that  their  views 
are  r^resentative  of  this  ccmnunity.  This  is  enphatically  not  the  case.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  these  organizers  are  only  a  handful,  conprised  of  the  historical 
opponents  of  affordable  housing,  and  newly  arived  develcpers.  Although  I  would 
differ  with  the  prograninatic  design  of  your  proposed  "Tree  of  Life",  your  ctojectives 
to  serve  that  segment  of  the  ccmunity  are  laudable  and  in  the  best  interest  of 
public  service.  Yet,  you  personally  witnessed  the  vencm  of  the  Dumping  Ground  folks 
at  the  Blackstone  Auditoriim.  This  same  ire  is  new  turned  against  affordable  housing. 
These  folks  who  wDuld  prevent  access  to  affordable  housing  for  my  children  in  this 
neighborhood,  vrould  have  blocked  your  parents  fran  housing,  if  they  had  been 
organizing  fifty  years  ago. 

I  am  certain  that  we  both  can  agree  that  the  development  of  publicly  cwned  land 
should  be  for  the  greater  benefit  of  the  public.  Because  of  the  severe  crisis 
in  affordable  housing  in  Boston,  this  greater  benefit  can  be  defined  in  no  way  other 
that  the  development  of  units  affordable  to  low  and  moderate  inccme  families. 
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Even  though  I  personally  had  hoped  that  75-100%  of  the  units  to  be  developed 
ui  the  Washington  Corridor  would  be  affordable,  I  reluctantly  support  the  caipranise 
reached  br'  the  Affordability  Ccmnittee  of  the  South  EndAower  Rmcbury  Planning 
Initiative  (temed  by  scne  the  "no-name  camiittee")  .  This  canpromise  reccmends 
2/3  affordability:  of  the  total  units  to  be  developed,  1/3  would  be  market  rate, 
1/3  affordable  to  moderate  inocme  families,  and  1/3  for  Icw-incane.  Although 
my  support  has  been  reluctant,  it  is  nevertheless  very  firm.  The  City  must  not 
give  in  belo^  this  reasonable  camprcmise. 

I  am  hopeful  that  you  will  support  this  corprcmise  and  take  a  strong  leadership 
position  with  the  BRA  prior  to  their  public  announoenent  of  the  final  guidelines 
on  January  8th  at  the  Blackstone  Auditoriun. 

And  Ray,  despite  all  of  this,  it  is  the  Holiday  Season,  whether  one  celebrates 
Christinas,  or  Kwanza,  or  Chanukah.   I  hc^ae  that  you  and  your  family  will  find  some 
quiet  hours  to  celebrate  each  other,  and  the  reeil  meaning  of  the  Holidays. 

Sincerely, 

(  Melvin  H.  King  ' 
f«K:anst 
cc:  Michael  Kane 
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-.ber  10,  1^-6 


'■r.  "tephen  "oyle 

director 

rostor.  "edevelopment  Authority 

."ew  "ity  -;all 

^ostor.   >-A   G2201 

Dear  '-'.r.  ''.ovle: 

The  currently  proposed  time  line  for  the  ^?P's  for  the  Washinfftor.  Street 
Corridor  precludes  the  efforts  of  the  F.outh  2nd/Lower  Roxbury  conununity 
to  orrar.ize  CDC's,  development  teams  and/or  joint  ventures  to  effectively 
parti ciT^ate  in  this  process. 

■•'ou  are  familiar  with  all  of  the  steps  which  must  be  taken,  and  you  should 
De  sensitive  to  the  herculean  -  and  impossible  -  task  you  have  set  in 
oxDectin^  brand  new  CDC's  to  be  ready  to  prepare  their  submissions  in  just 
abo':t  3  weeks,  weeks  which  are  occurring  during  the  holidays  when  very  few 
peoDle  are  available  for  extensive  meetings,  research,  etc. 

Tne  "itv  cc.sistently  verbalizes  its  concern  for  the  neie'hborhoods  and  for 
tne  neople  livin,-  in  them.  CD^'s  are  o\ir  only  hope  for  affordable  housing. 
Tq  directly  impact  ^DC  participation  is  a  criminal  act, 

"ne  issue  of  how  much  affordable  housing  should  be  provided  continues  to 
oe  hirnly  controversial.   However,  the  facts  speak  for  themselves. 

1.  ■■'.ost  of  the  buildings/land  in  this  proposal  have  been  on  the 
3~A'e  books  for  15  or  more  years. 

2.  ?iost  of  these  properties  were  providing  low  and  moderate 
nousinr,  either  as  rental  units  or  as  owned  properties. 

3.  Tne  majority  of  the  condo's  b'hich  have  been  built  over  the  past 
decade  have  further  diminished  the  affordable  housing  in  the  South  End. 

^.  Copley  Place  has  added  the  need  for  at  least  2,000  affordable 
units,  according  to  the  environmental  impact  studies  done  prior  to 
constr-jction. 

5.   Tne  income  medians  and  other  statistics  all  address  the  need  for 
a  large  infusion  of  affordable  units  at  this  time,  if  the  South  End 
is  to  continue  to  be  a  viable  neighborhood,  diverse  and  harmonious, 
stable,  politically  active  and  vigorous. 
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-tephen  Coyle  12/l0/°6  Pa^e  2. 


>: .        The  vacancy  level  on  condo's  is  slowly,  but  steadily  rising. 
Several  real  estate  brokers  are  referrin';'  to  the  difficulty  they 
are  havin~  novlng  these  units. 

'f,  as  the  fi^^^res  show,  ?0 '  of  the  people  living  in  the  South  End  are 
low  income,  then  how  do  you  justify  building  more  luxury  housing?  Every 
market-rent  unit  built  on  public  land  will  serve  as  a  monument  to  the 
failure  of  this  City  to  live  up  to  its  promises  to  care  a'cout  the 
nei-nborhoois  and  the  people's  needs. 

Effec-oive  participation  by  local  CDC's  would  help  to  ease  this  situation, 
not  cure  it  or  erase  the  pain  and  frustration.   People  who  have  suffered 
witnout  suitable  housing  for  years  would  gladly  tolerate  an  extra  month 
or  two  in  the  interest  of  havia~  a  chance  at  a  decent  home. 

A-.atever  is  p'jt  up  will  be  hei^for  many,  many  years.  This  is  the 
acsclute  last  chance  for  many  to  try  for  housing. 

Please  reconsider  and  adopt  a  new  timeline  so  that  community  people  can, 
at  least,  play  a  major  role  in  this  final  shaping  of  the  South  End. 

Sincerely,   — 


/■yra  f-'cAdoo 

CC  '"E?.".'IT  Touth  End  Resident 

Ij  Worcester  Street 
?.  C.  3ox  13=7 
Bosto'.   !-j^   02117 


Enclosure 

Copies  to: 

'lay or  Raymond  Flynn 
Picardo  ilillett,  3?^ 
;yron  Rushing 
Cloria  ?ox 
Bruce  rolling 
/.enneth  Wade 
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chance  as  rrivate  devel 


' ..  >iUt    i„^    -.. -"^'J  I 


^i'VUx^       ]\}^^    Ai^(J- 
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Lrd   of   director, 
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Decenoer  29,   1986 


^^c  3  0  me 


To:   Ricardo  Millett,  BRA 
Re:  SEMII  Parcels 

The  Market  Level  Housing  Comiittee  would  like  to  make  the  following  reccrmendations 

to  the  BPA  re:   the  SENHI  parcels. 

.1.  Process 

There  has  been  a  deliberate  bias  towards  minority  development  firms,  CDC's  and  non- 
profits as  designated  developers  for  the  SElffll  parcels.  This  is  intolerable  and  dis- 
criTU-natory-  and  ignores  a  minority  in  the  neighborhood-private  developers. 

The  Market  Level  Housing  expects  and  insists  that  the  BRA  participate  with  neighborhood 
associations  and  neighbors  directly  affected  and  involved  by  the  development  of 
these  parcels.  Outsiders  and  political  and/or  social  service  agenc\'  representatives 
are  not  legitimate  representatives.  The  v^ole  process  has  to  be  directed  back  to 
the  neighborhood  associations  as  they  represent  those  people  most  affected  by  develop- 
ment of  the  SENHI  parcels. 

The  Market  Level  Housing  Ccrtmittee  questions  the  validity  of  subcommittees  as  san- 
ctioned by  the  BRA.  There  is  no  establishment  of  criteria  re:  feasibility  and/or 
validity  of  concepts  espoused  by  such  ccrtmittees.  The  BRA  needs  to  set  criteris  and  not 
work  haphazardly  bcwmg  to  needs  and /or  danands  of  politically  correct  social  in- 
stitutions. The  Market  Level  Housing  Committee  reccrmends  that  the  BRA  control  and 
check  caref'ully: 

-  the  financial  feasibility  of  each  projects -based  on  hard  numbers  and  facts  that  are 
legitimate 

-  expertise  and  track  record  of  the  designated  developers 

-  realistic  tune  schedules 

-  design  and  concept  compatible  with  the  neighborhood. 

II.  yarket  Level  Housing 

There  is  an  overwhelming  need  for  market  level  housing  on  the  parcels  designated  to 
be  developed.  A  balance  is  essential  for  the  neighborhood  if  it  is  to  sur\^ive.  The 
neighborhood  new  has  an  undue  concentration  of  subsidized  housing  and  social  service 
agencies.  If  there  is  any  percent  of  subsidizedhousing  added  to  the  neighborhood  the 
results  will  be  disastrous.  Haneowners  will  leave  and  the  area  will  become  a  city- 
sponsored  ghetto  similar  to  Columbia  Point,  Brcmley-Heath ,  Cathedral  Project  etc. 
with  a  life  span  of  less  than  twenty  years. 

The  BRA  and  the  current  administration  must  look  to  long-term  solutions  not  short- 
term  bromides  for  the  problans  they  perceive.  Our  neighborhood  is  not  a  city  lab- 
oratory. We  concur  with  the  BRA' s  report  Subsidized  Housing  in  the  South  EInd  that 
the  BRA  has  "fulfilled  its  conmittment  "  to  build  subsidized  housing  in  the  South  End. 

The  SENHI  parcels  must  be  market  level  housing  to  insure  the  survival  of  the  neighborhood 
so  that  it  does  not  beccme  more  of  a  wasteland  than  it  is  new,  and  is  docmed  to  be- 
come, if  market  level  housing  is  not  added  to  the  current  housing  stock. 
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III.  Parcel  RC-9 

Parcel  r:-9  should  be  included  with  the  SENHI  parcels  designated  for  development. 

The  concept  of  the  Tree  of  Life  is  medieval  and  its  erection  will  signal  the  beginning 

of  the  end  for  the  neighborhood. 

I\'.  Parking  and  Open  Spaces 

Parking  and  open  spaces  should  be  addressed  per  individual  parcel. 


Respectfully  sutmiited. 

Laurel  Vmcentio  for  The  Market  Level  Housing  Ccmnittee 

Bd'rt'arc  Par  ran 
John  Crosby 
Jean-Claude  Ruebens 
Pamela  Kelson 
Stephen  Syta 
L\'nn  Deitzer 
Michael  Matrullo 
Fernando  Requena 
Maleena  Schneeberger 
George  Hand 
Barbara  Ccwley 
Alexander  Cassie 
Sandra  Holtzrran 


Director  of  H.C.D.  Boston 
Director  of  H.U.D.  Washington  D.C. 


,^2^0 


_^c>     <— //t_' 
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TENT  CITY  CORP. 

32  Rutland  St..  Boston,  MA  021  Ig  (617)  262-4103 

Dec  3j    3  3g  Pri  '85 


December  29,  1986 


Mr.  Stephen  Coyle,  Director 
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
One  City  Hall 
Boston,  MA 


Dear  Mr.  Coyle: 

The  Tent  City  Board  of  Directors  has  read  the  Housing  Affordabi 1 ity  Sub- 
Committee's  report  to  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  staff  which  is 
concerned  with  the  South  End  Neighborhood  Housing  Initiative  (SENHI). 

We  wish  to  express  our  full  support  of  the  objectives  outlined  in  this 
report  and  urge  you  to  adopt  them.  Affordable  housing  in  the  South  End 
of  Boston  is  of  prime  concern  to  our  members  and  our  Board  of  Directors. 

Thank  you  in  advance  for  your  consideration  of  these  goals. 


Sincerely, 


%Mi 


Betty  Mferedith 
Executive  Director 
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WASHINGTON  MANOR  TENANTS  COUNCIL  ''  - 
1701  Washingtop  ^S^tree/t   „ 

Boston,  MA   02118  "  ^^  lU    '^^ 


.-.t  a  C3rrur.ur..ty  T.eeimc  r.eld  on  ;'.'o'<"erjDer  2,  IJ'^'S  a~  the  Washin-t-r. 
".:r,  1~01  V.\-,3r.ir.qtcn  Gtreei:,  Eostcn ,  t.he  abcve-naned  associaticr.  vi3 
;  ;f  3i;:  acscciatior.z  (Fcjjr  Ccrners  Neigiiborhood  Association,  Inquilincs 
:lz-i2ls   In  Acction  (I3A)  ,  Wa^hir.gtcr.  Manor  Tenants  Council,  Concerned 
".anrs  zz   Grant  Manor,  Roxse  Homes  Steering  Ccrjr.ittes ,  and  the  Roxse 
'.es  Tenants  Council)  who  reviewed  the  BRA  recciranendations  for  the 
."3_;pr.enr  cf  the  Washington  Corridor  on  OLUDlicly  owned  lands  in  the 
:~n  End.   At  that  tine,  the  folloving  recorj-trudations  were  made: 
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i  ar-j  rveraJ-.  recorr-.£n::arions  for  tne  Washmgron  Corriocr,  with 
ifio  f-.-'^s  ■?::   only  t;iree  (3;  specific  sites,  so  ihar  planning  r.ay 
:;  .  ^o■.•  ■.'.'...•;  ...axiniuir;  flexibility. 

C. ■•(-,■:.  rhe  displacemet,-  cf  over  15,000  ro'iidents  of  ihis  neiqnborhood 
ao  a  result  of  flawed  policies  of  pre'.'icuc  aomnictrotions ,  J.nd  given 
tho  '.3vcre  crisis  in  affordable  housing,  ^he  principal  objectives  of 
n.^uomg  develcpr?.ent  m  z'.c    Corridor  srould  be  affordable  housing. 

a.  The  -ini.-urr.  i.-ouni  of  affordable  'irito  should  oe  100%. 

b.  At  least  25%  of  th.e  oooal,  or  one-third  of  the  affordable  u.nits 
niust  be  reserved  for  fa.'Tiilies  whose  incomes  fall  at  or  below  the 
official  poverty  level.   T.he  balance  (50%)  of  the  affordable 
units  must  be  available  to  moderate  i.ncome  families  whose  incomes 
range  between  50-120'i  of  the  median  fam.^ly  income  of  the  City  of 
Bos-on  (not  3MSA  Median). 
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Since  hcmeownersnip  lends  zzzr.    stability  to  the  neighocrhocd , 
and  lends  positive  mctivaticn  to  residents,  everv  effort  should 
be  ir.ade  to  develop  limited  equity  cooperatives,  "s-veat-equity" 
cooperatives,  and  turnkey-cooperatives.   This  maintains  the  long- 
term  af fordability  of  the  housing  and  also  maintains  neighborhood 
stability. 

Preference  for  occupancy  of  affordable  units  will  be  for  South- 
enders  (South  End  s  Lower  Roxbury)  and  displaced  Southenders. 

We  support  the  Mayor  m  his  commitment  that  the  3?-h  develop 
"SP.ls"  iSmgle  Room  Occupancies  or  Lodging  Houses  j  on  these 

specific  sites  were  of  ccr.cern  to  all  si:<  asscciations ,  and  of 
r.ary  ccnc3rn  to  tne  "cur  Corners  Meighicrncod  Asscciaticn , 

Parcel  =5  fR-12-rt) :   We  are  opposed  to  a  large  parking  structure 
as  proposed  by  the  BP-A.   Such  a  structure  would  e.nhance  the  mere 
than  average  criminal  activity  in  the  area  which  the  City  has 
been  unable  to  curtail.   Hosever ,  the  feasibility  of  a  below  ground 
parking  facility  mignt  be  studied,  if  only  security  can  be  guaranteed. 
The  usage  for  parcel  K-12-A,  and  the  abutting  parcels  (=7)  R-12-3 
5  (=3)  33-3,  should  be  for  affordable  housing  and  commercial.   We 
understand  that  an  alternative  proposal  suggests  that  housing  built 
here  should  be  turned  around  so  that  the  rear  of  the  buildings  face 
Northampton  Street.   We  oppose  this  suggestion.   The  housing  should 
face  the  street  in  the  normal  man.ner.   The  ori.marv  association  for 
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Parcel  =4  (RZ-~-3) :   The  mix  of  housing  and  open  space  is  acceptable 
however,  the  housing  should  be  affordable,  and  the  open  space  be 
so  designed  as  to  prohibit  the  already  rampant  criminal  activity 
on  the  corners  of  this  block.   The  primary  associatic.ns  for  this 


the  Four  Corners  ;:eir.nborhood  Association  and  the 

Wasnincten 

Manor  Tenants  Council  with  the  Concerned  Tenants  of 

■-ran'-  .'ancr  the  primary  abutter. 

So  that  the  residents  of  the  Corridor  can  be  protected  from  the  mistakes 
of  the  development  not  taking  place  m  coordination  with  the  Boston 
Edison  Ccm.pany,  t.he  SPwA  should  not  issue  tentative  designations  until 
Boston  Edison  can  furnish  assurances  that  the  electrical  infrastructure 
of  the  Corridor  is  of  sufficient  capacity  to  withstand  the  total  develop- 
ment i.-i  the  corridor. 

We  support  .Mayor  Flynn  in  his  intententions  and  objectives  for  Parcel  tt13, 
"Tree  of  Life."   However,  we  would  recommend  a  change  in  programmatic 
design  which  will  enhance  his  objectives,  and  be  maximum  benefit  to  the 
population  to  be  served.   Rather  than  congregating  the  population  to  be 
served  on  one  site,  we  strongly  reccrrjnend  that  the  "Tree  of  Life"  flourish 
thrcucnout  the  3orridcr  with  the  implementation  of  "Inclusicnary  Housing" 
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-~-    hcrr.eiess  far.j.^:.es  ir.cludir."  far,j.l:.es  of  batiered  wcr?.er. ,  or.  each 

and  every  hcusir.g  cor-.plex  tc  be  develcped  withir.  the  Washingtc-  Comdoi 

The  crigmal  parcel  could  then  be  used  for  mixed-use  affordable  housing. 

?r-afsrence  for  develop~.ent  should  be  given  to  non-profit  cciTOTunity 
based  organioations  which  have  been  designated  scle-develcpers  by  the 


vioh  respect  tc  development,  ve  reconunend  the  following: 

Street  to  Phase  11  of  the  SZlIHl  Process  for  designation 
It  m  the  second  vear. 


heart  of  '.'ilia  Victoria,  -.ve  would  hope  that  IBA  be  given  every  reasonable 

Parcel  SE-55;'sr€6  known  as  the  "old  Harry  the  Greek  Block"  was  to  be 
develcped  by  one  Tenants  Tevelop-ent  Corporation  (TDC) .  The  Tenants 
-e-.-elcp-ent  lorpcraticn  has  initially  expended  up-front  monies  to 


It  IS  not  our  position  that  ISA  or  TDC  be  designated  at  this  ti^ie  for 
these  parcels,  but  only  that  they  be  returned  to  Phase  II  for  designation 
and  development. 

o   Eased  on  rece.nt,  negative  news  articles  as  it  relates  to  Westininister 
Aillard  ar.d  the  problems  centered  around  the  previous  owner  and 
P'urc.-.aser ,  the  six  (6)  groups  have  agreed  to  personally  review  and 
investigate  all  potential  developers  and  joint  venfjres  as  they  relate 
tc  cur  association.   It  has  come  to  cur  attention  that  there  are  a 
n-uT'jcer  of  partnerships  and  proposed  joint  ventures  where  one  or  more 
of  the  pa— tr.er,' 3  record  as  developers/property  m.anagers  are  questionable. 
We  would  strongly  urge  t.-.e  3?-A  to  review  and  monitor  these  relationships, 
at  the  outset  m  order  ti  avoid  com-.ur.ity  confrontations. 

'.-."e  relieve  that  housing  is  a  basic  hu.man  right  and  that  development  plans 
for  t.-.e  corridor  must  ta.<e  into  consideracion  the  needs  of  those  low  and 
m.oderate  mcom.e  families  and  provide  for  their  ability  to  remain  in  the 
Washmaton  corridor  and  our  South  End  comr-.unitv. 


iincereiv 


l^^,,^^  fl^rn^ 


Nancy  Palmer 
President 


NP 
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December  29,  1986 


Ricardo  Millet 

Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

1  City  Hall  Plaza 

Boston,  MA 

Dear  Mr .  Millet t , 

I  am  the  Housing  Specialist  at  Casa  Myrna 
Vazquez,  Inc.,  an  emergency  shelter  for  battered 
women  in  the  South  End.   In  my  daily  work,  I 
see  the  results  of  a  housing  market  which  has 
gone  haywire,  a  market  which  regards  housing  as 
a  luxury.   Women  come  to  Casa  Myrna  to  escape 
abuse  and  violence  in  their  home.   While  the 
Shelter  provides  safety  from  this  crisis,  they 
msut  now  face  another,  that  of  finding  a  permanent, 
affordable  place  to  live.   Because  of  this,  I  support 
the  Af  f  ordability  Subcommi  t  tee  '  B  sug'gest  ions  iihaf  were 
at  the  December  15  meeting. 
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In  regards  to  the  Tree  of  Life,  I  agree  that 
the  100  units  should  be  scattered  throughout  the 
South  End.   However,  this  should  not  preclude 
the  provision  of  support  services  including  child 
care,  job  counselling,  housing  counselling,  etc. 
Existing  social  service  agencies  should  be  given 
preference  for  providing  these  units  in  the  form  of 
small  scale  transitional  housing  programs.   They 
could  also  be  funded  to  provide  the  services  for 
other  uni  t s . 

I  urge  you  to  please  follow  through  on  these 


in?iWS>E 
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Qasa^ 
TMyrna 

Uazquez 


Casa  My rna Vazquez,  Inc 


suggestions.   The  city  of  Boston  must  take  res- 
ponsibility for  alleviating  the  housing  crisis 
by  creating  more  affordable  units.   Allowing  for 
the  development  of  city  owned  lands  into  more 
luxury  units  will  only  exacerbate  this  problem  by 
lowering  the  pool  of  affordable  units  and  further 
inflating  rents. 


Mincer 


ely  , 


idrea    Phillips 
lousing    Specialist 
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Worcester  Square  Area 
Neighborhood  Association 


L    FERNANDO  REQUENA 
Presideni 


ROSE  MEHEGAN 
Presidsni  Emeritus 


53  EAST  CONCORD  ST    ■  BOSTON.  MASSACHUSETTS  021 18 


TELEPHONE:  (617)   262-9S46 


12/27/86 


Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

Citv  Hall 

Boston,  Mass    02201 

Re:  Final  Comments  on  SENHI  Proposals  Phase  lA  and  IB 


Dear  Mr .  Coyle : 

This  will  be  the  last  opportunity  for  public  comment  on  the 
proposed  disposition  of  the  BRA  parcels  to  be  handled  under  the 
SENHI  Program.   There  has  been  a  great  deal  of  past  discussion, 
but  several  issues  deserve  to  be  mentioned  again  because  of  their 
importance.   We  uiill  then  make  final  comment  on  the  individual 
parcels  in  Phase  lA  and  IB. 

1.  The  BRA  significantly  reduces  the  likelvhood  of  success  of 
this  project  by  precluding  successful  developers  who  are  not  CDCs, 
minorities,  or  partnerships  of  these.   The  WSAf-JA  recommends  that 
successful  private  developers  be  allowed  to  compete  with  the   non 
proift  groups  on  an  equal  footing. 

2.  The  BRA  is  disregarding  its  own  research  (1973  Subsidised 
Housing  Report)  in  exceeding  the  25%  low  and  moderate  housing 
guideline.  Thirty-five  percent  is  certainly  the  maximum  that  will 
be  reasonable  for  short  and  long  term  economic  viability  of  this 
project.   We  recommend  that  35'>  not  be  exceded. 

3.  The  BRA  must  establish  a  schedule  for  deliverables  for 
each  parcel  to  prevent  the  problem  that  delays  with  financing  or 
design  have  caused  in  other  projects.   Bruno's  liquors  is  an 
example  were  long  delays  have  taken  place,   and  the  promised 
affordable  units  have  yet  to  be  developed. 

Final  comments  on  the  SENHI  proposals: 

P6-A     No  comment  from  our  neighborhood. 

30       This  area  designated  for  gardens  would  specificalv 
spell  out  the  design  criteria  for  the  visually 
permeable  masonry  wall.   We  interpret  this  to  mean 
masonry  columns  with  wrought  iron  in  between. 
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Pll-C         Ma'-irriurfi    height     should    be    reduced    to    60    ft.       Cornice: 
on    Washinqtorp    Street    should   rnatch,     as    well    as 
cornices    on    East    Concord    St.       Parking    should    be    on 
site    and    probably    under     the    building. 


RE-7B 


An  agreement  for  parking  is  mentioned.   This  has  not 
been  discussed  before  and  shtould  be  clarified. 


2?A      Maximum  height  should  be  reduced  to  meet  existing 
cornice  line  across  the  street  on  Northampton. 
Parking  is  to  be  provided  on  site. 

R-12A    The  FAR  should  be  adjusted  to  encourage  proper 

de'.-elopmen  t  .   The  rnaximum  height  on  Washington  Street 
IS  to  be  70  ft  but  the  cornice  line  on  Mass.  Ave. 
should  blend  in  with  existing  cornice  lines  on  that 
SI  de . 

R12-B  and  33B    Maximum  height  should  blend  cornice  lines 
along  Mass.  Ave.  and  those  on  the  other  side  of 
Northampton  St.   Development  of  these  parcels  should 
be  done  in  such  a  way  as  to  avoid  the  loss  of  Trask 
and  Parmalee  Streets. 

SE-13    No  comment  from  this  neighborhood. 

SE-110   No  restrictions  should  be  placed  upon  this  property 
that  could  hamper  its  restoration. 

RR-21    There  appears  to  be  a  mix-up  between  R-21  and  SE-72. 
This  should  be  corrected  before  the  proposals  are 
f 1 nal 1  zed . 


'>E-72         See  above  (RR-21).   Mention  is  made  of  using  ground 

floor  for  typical  Victorian  town  house  entrance;  this 
IS  not  possible  since  this  building  has  no  set  back 
from  the  sidewalk. 


SE-5?-66   No  Curnrrrg-nt  from  this    neighborhood, 
SE-llt   fJo  comment  from  this  neighborhood. 


We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  and  look  forward  to 
the  BRA'c  timelv  disposition  of  these  pacels.   We  trust  that  the 
BRA  will  take  WSANA's  recommendations  seriously. 


Sincerely  yours, 


L.    Ferrysndo    Requena 
President    WSANA 


Stephen  H.  Greene 

WSANA  Development  Committee 


SHG 


89 


Worcester  Square  Area 
Neighborhood  Association 


L.  FERNANDO  REQUENA 
President 


ROSE  MEHEGAN 
Presideni  Emeritus 


53  EAST  CONCORD  ST.  -  BOSTON,  MASSACHUSETTS  02118 


Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

Ci XV    Hall 

Boston,  Mass    02201 


TELEPHONE:  (617)  ^62-9546 


12/27/36 


Re:  Final  Comments  on  SENHI  Proposals  Phase  lA  and  IB 


Dear  Mr .  Coyle: 

This  lAiill  be  the  last  opportunity  for  public  comrrten  t  on  the 
proposed  disposition  of  the  BRA  parcels  to  be  handled  under  the 
SENHI  Program.   There  has  been  a  great  deal  of  past  discussion, 
but  several  issues  deserve  to  be  mentioned  again  because  of  their 
importance.   We  will  then  make  final  comment  on  the  individual 
parcels  in  Phase  lA  and  IB. 

1.  The  BRA  significantly  reduces  the  likelyhood  of  success  of 
this  project  by  precluding  successful  developers  who  are    not  CDCs, 
minorities,  or  partnerships  of  these.   The  WSANA  recommends  that 
successful  private  developer*  be  allowed  to  compete  wi  th^Tie   non 
proift  groups  on  an  equal  footing. 

2.  The  BRA  is  disregarding  its  own  research  (1973  Subsidised 
Housing  Report)  in  exceeding  the  25%  low  and  moderate  housing 
guideline.  Thirty-five  percent  is  certainly  the  maximum  that  will 
be  reasonable  for  short  and  long  terrri  economic  viability  of  this 
project.   We  recommend  that  35%  not  be  exceded. 

3.  The  BRA  must  establish  a  schedule  for  deliverables  for 
each  parcel  to  prevent  the  problem  that  delays  with  financing  or 
design  have  caused  in  other  projects.   Bruno's  liquors  is  an 
example  were  long  delays  have  taken  place,   and  the  promised 
affordable  units  have  yet  to  be  developed. 

Final  comments  on  the  SENHI  proposals: 

P6-A     No  comment  from  our  neighborhood. 

30       This  area  designated  for  gardens  would  specificaly 
spell  out  the  design  criteria  for  the  visually 
permeable  masonry  wall.   We  interpret  this  to  mean 
masonry  colurrins  with  wrought  iron  jn  between. 
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RII7C    ria>' imurn  height  should  be  reduced  to  60  ft.   CorniceH 
on  Washington  Street  should  match,  as  well  as 
cornices  on  East  Concord  St.   Parking  should  be  on 
site  and  probably  under  the  building. 

RE-7B    An  agreement  for  parking  is  mentioned.   This  has  not 
been  discussed  before  and  should  be  clarified. 

29A      Maximum  height  should  be  reduced  to  meet  existing 
cornice  line  across  the  street  on  Northampton. 
Parking  is  to  be  pro*'ided  on  site. 

R-12A    The  FAR  should  be  adjusted  to  encourage  proper 

development.   The  rriaximum  height  on  Washington  Street 
is  to  be  70  ft  but  the  cornice  line  on  Mass.  Awe. 
should  blend  in  with  e/i sting  cornice  lines  on  that 
SI  de . 

R12-B  and  33B    Maximum  height  should  blend  cornice  lines 
along  Mass.  Ave.  and  those  on  the  other  side  of 
Northampton  St.   Development  of  these  parcels  should 
be  done  in  such  a  wav  as  to  avoid  the  loss  of  Trask 
and  Parmalee  Streets. 

SE-13    No  comment  from  this  neighborhood. 

SE-110   No  restrictions  should  be  placed  upon  this  property 
that  could  hamper  its  restoration. 

RR-21    There  appears  to  be  a  mix-up  between  R-21  and  SE-72. 
This  should  be  corrected  before  the  proposals  are 
f 1 nal i  zed. 

SE-72    See  above  (RR-21).   Mention  is  made  of  using  ground 

floor  for  typical  Victorian  town  house  entrance;  this 
is  not  possible  since  this  building  has  no  set  back 
from  the  sidewalk. 
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SE-5?-6b   No  cornrnent  from  thii-  neighborhood, 
SE-116   No  comment  from  this  nei qhbor hood . 


We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  and  look  forward  to 
the  BRA'S  timely  disposition  of  these  pac^ls.   We  trust  that  the 

BRA  will  take  WSANA's  recommendations  seriously. 


SHG 


Si ncer ely  yours, 


L.  FerryBndo  Requen 
Pre; i den  t  W3ANA 

Stephen  H.  Greene 

WSANA  Development  Committee 
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The  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  ^s 

House  of  Representatives 

State  House,  Boston  02133 


B>  RON  Rl  SHING 

vf//  S(  I  tni  k  DISTRICT 

\,.„iK  l-nu  '   Fen.^a^   •    WnwcnH.//*   Prudrniiall 


Dear  Neighbor: 

The  South  End  and  Lower  Roxbury  neighborhoods  need  your  immediate  support 
for  lew  and  moderate  income  housing  starts.  As  you  know,  we  have  been 
meeting  with  the  BRA  and  the  Mayor's  office  over  the  past  several  months 
attempting  to  guarantee  the  maximum  feasible  numbers  of  affordable  units 
in  the  so-called  SENHI  program  so  that  it  will  truly  be  an  affordable 
housing  program. 

I  have  met  with  many  of  you  and,  although  we  may  disagree  on  some  details, 
we  all  seem  to  agree  on  the  necessity  of  a  community  that  remains  diverse 
in  regard  to  race,  national  origin,  and  economic  condition,   it  is  toward 
tnese  ends  that  I  support  the  following  additions  to  the  BRA's  guidelines 

for  Its  SENHI  program: 

1.  The  "Tree  of  Life"  parcels  be  included  in  the  RFPs.   The  BRA  should 
revise  the  appropriate  sections  of  the  RFPs  to  provide  for  100  units 
of  housing  for  homeless  families  throughout  the  parcels  designated 
for  housing  in  phases  lA,  IB,  and  2  of  SENHI.   (These  100  units  will 
be  within  the  'affordable  category'  when  determining  the  percentage 
of  affordable  units. ) 

2.  The  guidelines  for  no  parcel  will  allow  parking  at  a  minimum  that 
is  higher  than  current  zoning;  in  no  instance  will  the  minimum 
requirement  exceed  .7  spaces  per  dwelling  unit. 

3.  Uithin  the  catagory  of  "affordable"  units,  developers  must  submit 
proposals  that  include  a  spread  across  the  full  range  of  income  levels, 
The  range  of  affordable  units  should  include  all  apartment  sizes 
where  practicable. 

4.  Preference  ("extra  points")  will  be  given  to  developer  applicants 
who  submit  otherwise  feasible  proposals  with  .the  highest  percentage 
of  affordable  units. 

5.  Affordable  housing  and  open  space  and  gardens  are  not  in  conflict. 
On  the  Berkeley  Street  parcels,  no  less  than  15,000  square  feet  will 
be  reserved  for  community  gardens;  in  all  other  Phase  1  parcels  exist- 
ing community  garden  space  will  be  preserved  and  maintained  in  situ. 

6.  On  parcels  in  Phase  1  of  SENHI  the  BRA  will  seek  a  minimum  of  66 
percent  affordable  housing.  Further,  RFPs/Developers '  Kits  should 
state  that  proposals  that  provide  the  maximum  amount  of  affordable 
housing  will  be  given  preference  and  that  t'^c  Authority  prefers  a 

THE  COMMITTEE  ON  WAYS  AND  MEANS 

CHAIRMAN.  COMMISSION  ON  THE  350TH  ANNIVERSARY  OF 
THE  ARRI\  AL  OF  AFRICANS  IN  MASSACHUSETTS 
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mix  of  low-and  moderate- income  units  as  well  as  a  mix  of  unit  sizes, 
particularly  two,  three,  and  four-bedroom  units.   Low  income  housing 
is  housing  affordable  to  families  earning  up  to  50%  of  the  Boston 
SMSA  median  incime,  paying  no  more  than  30«  of  household  income  for 
housing;  this  includes  rent  and  utilities  (for  rental  housing)  and 
principal,  interest,  property  taxes,  insurance  and  condo  fees  (for 
ownership  housing).  Moderate  income  housing  is  affordable  to  families 
earning  up  to  80%  of  the  Boston  SMSA  median  income,  paying  no  more 
than  30%  of  household  income  for  housing. 

I  urge  you  to  consider  these  provisions  and  to  express  your  support  for 
them  to  the  Mayor  and  to  the  Director  of  the  BRA,  Stephen  Coyle.   (The 
BRA  has  extended  the  deadline  for  comments  until  December  30th).  Please 
write  to  them  both  about  your  concerns  for  affordable  housing.   (I  would 
appreciate  a  copy  of  your  letter  be  sent  to  my  office). 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  call  my  aide,  Vincent  Howell;  or  Ken 
Wade,  at  U.S.E.S. ,  536-8610. 

Thank  you.  And  during  this  season,  especially  let  us  remember  those 
in  need  of  decent,  affordable  housing. 


Yotjrs  truly, 

BYROV  RUSHING 

State  Representative 
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Raymond  L  Flynn 

Wauof 

Stephen  Coyle 

One  Ci[v  HaJJ  Square 
Boston  MA  0:201 
(6171  722-4300 


COMMENTS  FORM  FOR 

NEIGHBORHOOD  ORGANIZATIONS  ON  THE 

SOUTH  END  NEIGHBORHOOD  HOUSING  INITIATIVE  ( SENHI ) 


On  behalf  of  the  BRA  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  attending 
the  presentation  on  the  South  End  Neighborhood  Housing 

Initiative  (SENHI ) . 

We  are  providing  this  form  and  a  pre-addressed,  stamped 
envelope  for  you  to  submit  any  additional  comments  or 
questions  you  may  have  on  specific  features  of  the  program. 

For  us  to  have  maximum  opportunity  to  incorporate  your 
comments,  please  mail  this  form  by  Monday,  May  12,  1986. 

Thank  you  again  for  your  concern  and  interest. 

Ricardo  A.  Millett 


O  -^^- 


...u 
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December  12,  1 986   ' 

^3    East  Springfield  St 
Boston,  MA  021 I8 


Ricardo  Millett,  Assistant  Director 
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

C  i  ty  Hal  1 
Boston,  '^A 


Oear  Mr .  Mill ett , 

I  an  writing  in  regard  to  the  BRA  5ENHI  program.  I  first  have  some  comments  on  the 
specific  draft  RFPs  and  then  some  some  general  comments. 

With  regard  to  Phase  lA,  the  draft  seems  to  be  saying  that  preference  will  be  given  to 
Joint  ventures  with  MBEs.  CDCs,  etc  and  other  preferences  rather  than  to  MBEs  and  CDCs 
acting  as  sole  developers.  This  implies  that  even  established  MBEs  and  CDCs  do  not  have 
the  capacity  to  develop  these  buildings  on  their  own.  While  I  can  understand,  even  thc^ugh 
I  do  not  share,  a  concern  on  your  part  '<  n    regard  to  newly  established  entities,  i  see 
no  Dasis  for  such  a  concern  for  established  entities.  If  the  concern  !s  for  the  fin- 
ancial capaDJlity,  then  that  can  be  addressed  by  including  joint  ventures  as  a  preference 
'>  n   addition  to  the  preference  for  these  entities  (CDCs  etc)  as  sole  developer?.  The 
reason  t-.at  1  do  not  share  your  concern  in  regard  to  newly  established  entities  is  that 
I  relieve  it  underestimates  the  capacity  for  new  groups  to  tackle  and  accomplish  even 
-ino''  development,  which  I  believe  some  of  this  is.  I  believe  that  given  sufficient  time 
and  assistance  this  can  be  done.  Please  clarify  this. 

Also  with  regard  to  Phase  lA,  in  your  remarks  at  the  Dec.  2  meeting  at-  the  BRA  offices 
I  understood  you  to  say  that  technical  assistance  would  be  available  from  the  BRA  or 
concerns  funded  by  the  BRA  to  help  CDCs  and  non-profits  develop  their  proposals,  thus 
-.inimizing  the  detriment  of  the  ^5  day  period  in  the  fast-track  plan.  Yet  nowhere  Is 
this  men:  ioned  in  the  draft  and  the  iripl  icat  ion  seems  to  be  to  the  contrary,  ^n   add  i  t  ion 
you  appeargr^  ^^    ^gv  ar  the  last  community  meeting  that  tfecnn  1  ca  1  ass  I  stance  would  only 
be  availacle  upon  tentative  designation.,  I  urge  you  to  make  technical  assistance  available 
in  the  initial  oroposal  period  and  not  wait  until  after  tentative  designation.  The  rea- 
sons for  this  are  so  obvious,  I  won't  bore  you  with  the  details. 

On  page  11  of  the  drafir,  there  seems  to  be  a  typo  in  that  it  states  that  one  of  the 
preferences  will  be  to  former  South  End  residents.  I  believe  that  the  word  former  Is 
in  error  and  should  be  deleted.  I  also  assume  that  you  are  also  talking  about  lower 
Roxbury  residents  also  since  some  of  the  parcels  in  SENHI  are  considered  by  some  to 
oe  in  lower  RoxDury.  I  don't  know  what  the  particular  boundaries  are    for    this  type 
pf  proposal  and  don't  tnink  it  has  any  real  significance  but  it  should  be  understood 
c 1  ear  I y  Dy  all. 

On  page  21  of  the  draft^^under  materials,  you  seem  to  be  setting  greater  r e s trjx tlaHW 
on  color  tt>*»  t^^^^S^i^^^puirements.  You  say  that  windows,  dobrsT^and  trim  sh» 1 3  ' 
be'  dark  colors.  I  believe  that  the  Landmark  requirements  are  nil  on  colors- but  only 
suggest  muted  victorlan  tones,  or  something  to  that  effect.  In  any  event,  some  of  us 
like  dark  colors  and  some  of  us  like  light  colors  and  some  of  us  like  bright  colors 
and  all  of  us  prefer  to  determine  our  own  colors  for  whatever  turns  us  on.  Please 
check  into  this  and  see  If  you  have  gone  too  far.  The  same  goes  for  the  dark  anodlzed 
aluminum  that  you  recommend  against.  Is  this  a  landmark  guideline  of  the  BRA  personally? 

Turning  to  specific  parcels,  I  believe  that  the  Worcester  Square  Area  Neighborhood 
Association  recommended  that,  because  the  Allen  House  (Parcel  SE110)  would  require 
major  restoration  and  repair,  the  BRA  should  look  Into  the  use  of  the  city's  linkage 
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progran  *^or  this  parcel.  I  have  heard  no  more  from  the  BRA  on  this  excellent  suggest- 
ion. Has  this  been  done?  Also  you  appear  to  have  confused  fOR^iCels  RR-t21  and  StJT^.J 
Your  map  shows  SE72  being  on  the  corner  of  East  Springfield  St.  and  yet  your  descri;:- 
tion  for  it  actually  fits  the  description  for  the  yellow  brici<  building  in  the  middle 
of  the  block.  In  addition,  rumor  has  it  tha  the  building  on  the  corner  of  East  Spring- 
field is  the  second  oldest  building  in  the  South  End.  Have  you  checked  in  to  this  in 
order  to  see  if  sune  hi-rroric  presWMatlon  guidelines  are   required  and  any  resultant  / 
historic  tax  creiiits? 

With  regard  to  Phase  IB,  for  Parcel  RE-7B,  the  draft  states  that  an  agreement  with 
the  Grant  ►lanor  apartments  concerning  parking  is  encouraged.  Do  you  really  mean 
Grant  Manor  for  this  parcel  or  do  you  mean  the  elderly  housing  complex,  which  the 
parcel  is  rignt  behind?  if  you  mean  Grant  Manor,  should  this  be  under  Parcels  R- 
12B  and  33B  and  parcel  R29A  which  are  contiguous  to  Grant  Manor?  With  regard  to 
Parcel  R-12A,  1  thought  it  ^as   made  very  clear  by  the  Grant  Manor  tenants  group, 
that  thev  did  not  want  even  underground  parking  on  that  site  which  is  directly  across 
fro"  the"".  Would  you  check  with  them  on  this  issue?  Would  you  park  your  car  in  there, 
especiallv  at  night,  in  that  area?  1  wouldn't.  And  in  spite  of  the  stated  good  in- 
tentions of  the  Boston  Police  Dept  to  clean  up  that  area,  I  believe  it  will  take  a 
wn I  1 e  and  I  wouldn't  want  to  be  the  first  muggee  or  dead  body  found  in  there. 
Finally,  /.ith  regard  to  parcel  R-12B  and  parcel  33B,  I'm  glad  to  see  that  the  draft 
'•eauires  that  the  buildings  front  on  Northampton  St.  with  parking  in  the  rear  on 
Tras^  St.  "fo  do  anything  else  would  create  an  unnecessary  buffer  between  Grant  Manor 
and  the  '"est  of  the  community. 

The  ''oregoing  are  my  specific  comments.  My  general  comments  you  may  have  heard  before 
but  I  will  repeat  them  again  with  the  hope  that  your  mind  is  still  open. 

The  biggest  problem  is  still  the  af fordabi 1 i ty  issue.  Yeur  drafts  refer  to  the 
housing  crisis  in  the  area  and  to  ant i -d I spoacement  measures.  Who  do  you  think  is 
suffering  the  housing  crisis  and  displacement.  The  low  and  moderate  income  residents 
of  course.  A  ~ajor  cause  of  the  problem  has  been  the  BRA,  recognized ly  under  the 
previous  administration,  but  still  the  BRA.  As  Pat  Cusick  rightly  points  out,  this 
is  our  property,  land  and  buildings,  and  most  of  us  want  you  to  give  it  back  to  us 
with  the  maximum  amout  of  affordable  units  possible.  Because  most  of  us  in  the  area 
as  well  as  in  the  city  are  low  and  moderate  income.  It's  simple.  You  have  been  holding 
this  property  in  trust  for  us  for  many  years  and  we  trust  that  you  will  give  it  back 
to  us  the  way  we  want  and  not  the  way  you  or  any  other  governmental  entity  wants. 
Most  of  this  property  was  taken  indirectly  from  low  and  moderate  income  residents  and 
caused  their  displacement.  In  the  process,  you  allowed  the  area  to  be  inundated  with 
outsiders  who  came  in  and  got  31/2%  loans  that  they  didn't  need  and  made  small  fortunes 
in  the  process.  Now  you  want  to  further  exacerbate  that  problem  by  refusing  to  maximize 
the  number  of  affordable  units.  By  making  the  majority  of  these  units  unaf fordabi e , 
you  are    again  catering  to  the  outsiders  at  the  expense  of  the  vast  majority  of  area 
and  city  residents,  probably  705^  of  whom  are  low  and  moderate  income.  I  believe  that 
at  least  some  of  you  in  your  heart  of  hearts  are  sincerely  hoping  that  this  won't  hap- 
pen. But  it  seems  to  me  that  the  only  way  to  guarantee  that  is  to  increase  the  afford- 
ability  percentages  to  at  least  75  %   or  at  least  a  minimum  of  56  2/31  with  a  goal  of 
100^   I  <now  that  your  initial  reaction  is  that  the  numbers  won't  work,  but  I  suggest 
that  with  a  higher  figure,  developers,  both  profit  and  non-profit,  will  be  forced  to  find 
creative  ways  to  finance  these  projects.  Additional  resources  to  make  this  happen  are 
being  created  every  day  it  seems.  For  example,  I  read  in  the  paper  that  the  Allston- 
Brighton  Neighborhood  Development  group  (a  CDC)  is  doing  66  2/3^  affordable  in  2  or  3 
building  that  they  bought  from  a  private  party  and  doing  it  with  the  help  of  a  loan 
from  the  Massachusetts  Government  Land  Bank.  Another  example  is  the  new  program  recently 
announced  by  the  Local  Initiative  Support  Group  (LISC)  in  New  York  which  might  also  be 
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of  assistance  in  SENHI.  I  believe  that  about  a  year  ago  cne  of  our  major  ch. 
foundations,  either  the  Hyams  Trust  or  the  Boston  Foundation,  freed  up  some 
endowment  for  assistance  in  this  area.  Church  groups  and  union  pension  fund 
be  tapped  for  assistance.  In  fact  the  Archdiocese  and  the  Bricklayers  union 
ready  active  in  housing  development  and  appear  ready  to  do  more.  The  Jesuit 
preparing  to  subsidize  some  housing  units  on  the  Immaculate  Conception  site 
neighborhood  leaves  them  alone.  The  resources  are  there.  People  Just  have 
required  to  find  and  use  them.  Increasing  the  af fordab i 1 i t y  percentages  wou 
just  t hat . 

When  I  attended  the  Mayor's  state  of  the  city  address  at  the  BPL  this  Januar 
was  heartened  to  hear  him  announce  a  goal  of  over  BiOOCnew  housing  units  fe 
iTiagine  my  chagrin  and  dismay  when  recently  published  reports  indicated  that^R'y  ^ 
tiny  percentage  of  these  were  for  low  and  moderate  income  residents.  I  thougp^«*hen  -j 
he  talked  about  housing  for  the  city  of  Boston  residents,  he  was  talking  ab^g^those  :' 
of  us  who  are  already  here,  most  of  whom,  as  I  indicated  above,  are  low  and  weJarate  ' 
income.  I  thought  he  meant  for  those  who  needed  th-^  assistance  of  a 'sympath«fc  ad- 
ministration and  not  for  those  who  can  make  it  quite  well  in  the  private  maHuit.  thank 
you.  I  thought  he  meant  an  affordable  housing  plan  and  not  an  unaffordable  ^^n  which 
is  what  65%  market  level  in  the  SENHI  plan  comes  down  to.  Please,  this  publ  fj^roperty 
has  to  be  used  for  the  public  who  need  it  the  most  and  not  for  private  deve^^B^Ys  arwt; 
upper  income  people,  who  have  made  it  quite  well  ,in  Boston  and  will  cont inu«^^j^  do   > 


so  without  public  assistance. 


i;^. 


The  second  "■problem  is  the  time  frame  proposed  for  SENHlr-'ln  order  to  maximiw^hfr*- 

af  fordab  i  1  i  ty  and  the  capac  i  ty=bu  i  Id  1  ng  for  MBEs,  etc,  more  time  is-  needed.  ^If-itsfces  time 
for  new  CDCs  and  non-profits  to  be  formed  when  you  are  talking  about  vol unt6ji^^)oards-y 
made  up  of  people  who  work  full  time  and  have  other  commitments.  Reai  Estate^tvelopment 
is  not  our  job.  We  don't  have  AO  -  60  hours  weekly  to  devote  to  these  propos^^;  as  ,'t-'. 
private  developers  do.  It's  unfair.  You  promise  to  include  us  but  don't  give^fi.the 
time  to  prepare  for  inclusion.  Not  only  is  time  needed  for  more  review  of  th^^roposaJs 
but  also  additional  time  is  needed  once  the  RFPs  go  out.  I  got  the  draft  RFF 
yet  yesterday  was  the  firs  opportunity  I  had  to  review  them  and  it  wasn't  fc 
of  desire,  because  I  wanted  to  get  my  comments  to  you  earlier  in  order  to  g1 
icient  time  for  considered  consideration.  As  a  result,  this  review  is  only 
these  comments  are  hurriedly  done. 

The  third  proBlem  that  I  J^«».   is  with  the  0.9  parking  sf*ces  f  or- tne  ^imU  s . 
that  the  zoning  regulations  only  require  0.6  or  0.7.  Please  reduce  them  to 
since  it  will  impact  significantly  on  the  af fordab i 1  I ty  and  open  space  issu' 
understand  the  City  of  Cambridge  has  a  smaller  space  requirement  for  the  si3^ 
parking  space  which  allows  a  slight  increase  In  the  number  of  cars  in  a  giv 
Please  look  into  this. 

Finally,  I  want  to  extend  my  appreciation  to  you,  Cathy  Dexter,  Tom  Ma  i  stro6S^^*ter". 
Dreier  and  Tom  Snyder  for  all  the  evening  meetings  you  have  spent  with  the  conWilnity.^  v 
I'm  sure  that  on  some  of  those  nights  there  were  other  things  you  would  hav^^^ferred 
doing.  I  know,  like  me,  you  will  probably  glad  when  this  whole  process  Is  ov5wit-''Let 's''. 
hope  that  we  will  have  a  South  End  and  a  Lower  Roxbury  and  a  City  of  Boston  "^^rt  we  can 
all  be  proud  to  feel,  if  not  always  say,  that  we  had  some  small,  role  in  maklll^^wppen. 


cc:  See  Attachment 


Sincerely,^^^- 


.JJjL^^L,^  Ci. 


93 


Raymond  Flynn,  Mayor 

Byron  Rushing,  S tateRepresenta t i ve 

Gloria  Fox,  State  Representative 

Sal  DiMasi,  State  Representative 

Bruce  Boiling,  President  City  Council 

Tor^  Snyder,  Mayor's  Office  of  Neighborhood  Services 

Peter  Dreier,  BRA 

Cathy  Dexter,  BRA 

Stephen  Coyle,  Director  BRA 

Maria  Faria,  BRA 

Ken  Wade,  USES 
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•       •  Dec    30,     1986 

^9    East    Springfield    St. 

RECEIVED  Boston,  MA  02118 

Ricardo  Millett,  Assistant  Director  DEC  3  '  1986 

^^^  i     -J 

City  Hall  AnSd ,..., 

Boston,  MA 

I  would  1 i Ve  to  thank  you  and  the  BRA  for  responding  to  my  and  others'  concerns, of 
inter  alia,  allowing  additional  time  for  comments,  extending  the  time  for  submission  of 
proposals,  and  for  increasing,  somewhat,  the  amount  of  af  fordaJsie- hous  i  ng ,  albeit  the 
increase  applies  only  to  upper  moderate  income  residents  and  only  to  equity  units. 

Consider  this  a  continuing  response  to  my  December  12  letter,  a  copy  of  which  is 
attached  for  those  who  did  not  receive  it  at  that  time. 

I  continue  to  be  troubled  by  the  351  minimum  and  50(rental)  or  75%(equity)  goals 
for  affordable  housing  in  the  SENHI  proposal.  The  reason  for  my  perplexity  is  the  app- 
arent inability  or  unwillingness  on  the  part  of  the  BRA  to  justify  its  figures.  Apart 
from  just  saying  that  it  is  financially  infeasible  or  that  the  numbers  won't  work,  the 
BRA  has  yet  to  give  the  basis  for  its  figures.  It  is  particularly  troubling  when  one 
considers  the  following  projects  recently  reported  the  newspapers:  1 66  units  of  low 
and  moderate  income  housing  to  be  hullt  by  the  Back  of  the  Hill  Community  Development 
Cqrj3ora_tj_on  in  Mission  Hill  in  conjunction  with  the  Bricklayers  Non-Profit  Housing 
DeveJ  opment ;  even  after  hav  i  ng  to  pay  2  millj^oji  dollars  for  the  land;  70^  low  and. 
moderate  income  units  (Fens"^ate)  built  by  the  Fenway  CDC,  OKM  Associates  and  A_brams  with 
historic  tax  credits  (the  Allen  House  in  Phase  la  would  certainly  qualify  for__Lb-Ls)j 
78.5'-  (55  out  of  70  units)low  and  moderate  income  units  in  the  old  Jamaica  Plain  High 
School  with  the  help  of  a  Neighborhood  Development  Loan  and  a  UDAG:  50^  low  and  moderate 
income  units  at  Fountain  Hill  in  Roxbury  being  built  by  Taylor  Poperties  with  the  assis- 
tance of  linkage  funds  (there  is  no  mention  in  the  draft  RFPs  of  the  BRA's  intention  to 
seek  linkage  monies  for  SENHI);  and  11  units  (100^)  of  low  and  moderate  income  housing  being 
built  by  the  Chelsea  Neighborhood  Housing  Services  under  the  state's  Homeownershi p  Oppor- 
tunity Program  with  a  statement  by  the  Executive  Director  that  "finding  inexpensive  av- 
ailable land  is  the  biggest  obstacle  to  building  more  new  units"  (we  clearly  have  this 
land  under  the  SENHI  program).  What  is  the  problem?  Why  can  it  be  done  other  places  and 
yet  not  in  SENHI?  Please  respond. 

I  would  like  to  know  whether  the  BRA  staff  has  consulted  with  affordable  housing 
advocates  and  developers  such  as  Greater  Bo^ston  Community  Development  Corp,  Tenants 
Development  Corp,  Urban  Edge,  the  Archdiocese's  REHAB  program,  etc,  etc,  etc  to  deter- 
mine in  actuality  what  can  be  done  and  what  economic  figures  are  feasible.  If  not,  why 
not?  We  all  can  use  some  help  at  times.  These  people  know  where  the  monies  are  or  are 
not.  Have  you  asked  them?   Please  respond. 

Although  I  won't  belabor  the  point,  the  need  is  there.  Look  at  the  unconscionable 
waiting  list  for  public  housing  in  the  City  of  Boston;  look  at  the  rising  numbers  of 
homeless  families  in  shelters;  and  examine  the  wage  levels  of  our  low  employment  (at 
least  in  the  white  community)  figures  which  show  the  replacement  of  higher  paying  skilled 
jobs  with  lower  paying  jobs  in  the  service  industry.  Where  are  these  people  to  live? 
Surely  not  in  market  rate  housing.  As  Alan  Lupo  recently  said  "  the  upwardly  mobile  do 
not  need  the  legislature  or  the  governor  (substitute  the  BRA  and  the  Mayor)  to  help  ... 
it's  the  thousands  who  are  living  in  expensive,  unsanitary  or  overcrowded  homes  or  shelters" 

You  recently  gave  a  figure  of  522,000  as  the  most  current  median  income  in  the 
Soutn  End  and  lower  Roxbury  (the  boundaries  of  SENHI)  as  determined  by  the  BRA  Research 
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Dept.  I  suggest  that  not  only  is  a  median  figure  not  issue  specific  but  also  that 
the  validity  of  these  figures  should  be  examined  and  disclosed  both  as  to  sample 
size  and  to  soui-ie.  A  more  issue  specific  figure  would  be  a  range,  i.e.  how  many 
people  make  between  0-10,000,  10-20,000,  20-30,000  and  so  on.  A  median  only  says 
that  half  make  under  S22,000  and  half  over  that  amount.  For  all  I  know  an  additional 
25?;  or  more  are   making  between  22  and  27,000  which  is  your  moderate  income  guidelines. 
I  would  like  to  know  .  Also  what  was  the  size  of  the  sample  and  w  ho  was  surveyed? 
Did  you  go  intothe  public  housing  units?  How  representative  was  your  source  of  infor- 
mation? Please  respond. 

With  regard  to  the  open  meetings,  look  around  and,  see  who  is  against  the  aff- 
ordable housing  increases.  Mostly  real  estate  brokers  and  private  developers  who  have 
a  financial  interest  in  building  as  many  market  rate  housing  units  as  possible,  since 
rt  translates  into  higher  commissions  and  profits,  respectively,  for  them.  They  speak 
for  themselves  while  many  of  us  who  are  advocates  for  more  af fordabi 1 i ty  are  speaking 
for  those,  who  for  whatever  reasons,  do  not  attend  these  meetings  and  whose  voices  are 
often  never  heard.  Please  keep  your  eyes  and  ears  open  before  you  attempt  to  get  a 
sense  of  what  the  community  wants  from  these  meetings.  As  public  servants  you  have  a 
responsibility  to  those  others  who  never  attend  meetings. 

With  regard  to  the  time  plan  being  proposed,  I  support,  at  a  minimum,  the  120 
days  recommended  by  the  CDC  committee  for  submission  of  proposals.  I  say  at  a  minimura 
because  I  am  concerned  as  to  whether  or  not  your  entire  plan  is  feasible  in  this  res- 
pect. To  flood  the  market  with  300-400  units  in  Phase  1  and  an  additional  300-'400 
units  in  Phase  2  shortly  thereafter  seems  detrimental  to  the  goals  of  producing 
affordable  housing,  both  in  regard  to  financial  resources  and  to  non-financial  re- 
sources. Not  only  are  there  many  market  rate  units  going  unoccupied  in  the  South  End, 
evidence  that  they  are    not  affordable  to  anyone,  but  also  the  concept  of  mixed  income 
housing  is  still  relatively  untried.  And  which  units  do  you  think  will  go  first?  Those 
in  unmixed  or  mixed  buildings.  I'm  betting  on  the  former,  the   pectre  of  300-'+00  units 
of  market  rate  housing  going  unused  calls  into  question  the  wisdom  of  your  plan. 
Phasing  these  parcels  out  over  a  longer  period  would  not  only  appear  to  more  guarantee 
the  success  of  your  plan  but  also  the  prospect  of  a  more  favorable  administration  in 
Washington  in  the  next  2  years  was  enhanced  by  the  recent  elections  where  the  Democrats 
regained  control  of  the  Senate. 

Which  brings  me  to  my  next  point-local  politics.  Where  is  the  Mayor  on  this 
SENHI  issue  of  af fordab i 1  i ty?  His  voice  has  yet  to  be  heard.  Who  is  making  the  decision? 
Who  is  accountable  to  us?  Surely  not  Stephen  Coyle  or  the  BRA  Board  whose  names  don't 
appear  on  the  ballot.  We  need  to  hear  from  the  Mayor  on  this. 

Finally,  I  support  the  recommendations  of  the  Af fordabi 1 i ty  Committee.  In  regard  to 
the  Tree  of  Life  proposal  ,  I  think  the^commendat ion  is  a  responsible  one  under  the 
c i rcumstances^of  the  opposition  from  all  sectors  of  thecommunity  and  mostly  meets  my 
concerns  that  something  be  done  as  quickly  as  possible  for  homeless  women  and  their 
children,  whether  it's  as  recommended  by  the  committee  or  on  the  parcel  presently 
designated  by  the  Mayor. 

I  am  waiting  your  response  to  the  above  iss'es  and  the  ones  raised  in  the  earlier 
letter  I  submitted. 

Happy  New  Year  ^^ 

Helaine  A.  Simmonds 

cc:  See  Attachment 
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Raymond  Flynn,  Mayor 

Byron  Rushing,  S ta ta Representa t i ve 

Gloria  Fox,  State  Representative 

Sal  DiMasi,  State  Representative 

Stephen  Coyle,  BRA 

Robert  Parrel  1,  Chair  BRA  Board 

Kathy  Dexter,  BRA 

Peter  Dreier,  BRA 

Tom  Snyder,  Office  of  Neighborhood  Servient, 

M£ria  Faria,  BRA 

M'chael  Taylor,  Elder  Affairs 

KcT  Wade,  United  South  End  Settlements 

Bruce  Boiling,  President,  City  Council 
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30  Dwight  Street 
Boston.  MA  02118 
December  30.  1986 

Ricardo  Millett 

Assistant  Director,  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

Boston  Cit.-  Hall.  Boston  MA  02201 

RE:  SOUTH  END  NEIGHBORHOOD  irJITIATIVE 

Dear  Mr.  Millett, 

I  am  writing  as  a  resident  o-f  the  South  End  in  support  o-f  the  recomended 
additions  tc  the  Authority's  proposed  guidelines  -for  the  SENHI  program 
advocated  bv  Representative  Bvron  Rushing.  (His  letter  to  South  End  residents 
outlining  hi=  position  is  attached  -for  re-f erence. )  I  would  like  to  make  a 
number  o-f  comments  on  the  additions  proposed  by  Representative  Rushing: 

~he  requirement  -for  at  least  a  66!'.  mi::  o-f  a-f-fordable  housing  -  Rapid 
gentri-f ication  o-f  the  South  End.  along  with  the  diminishing  supply  o-f 
a-f-fordable  units  continues  each  year.  There  is  clearly  not  a  shortage  o-f  market 
rate  units  -for  sale.  Some  new  condominiums  on  my  street  and  throughout  the 
South  End  have  been  vacant  -for  months  be-fore  being  sold  or  rented  out.  At  the 
same  time,  publicl/  owned  land  and  buildings  -  o-ften  assembled  at  great  public 
expense  -  are  a  dwindling  resource.  When  they  are  gone  there  will  be  no  new 
suppl  , .  Every  e-f-fort  should  be  made  to  use  these  properties  -for  a-f-fordable 
units  even  when  it  may  result  in  a  slower  development  process  or  a  greater  use 
o-f  public  -funds  in  the  -form  o-f  land  write  downs,  interest  subsidies, 
in-f rastructure  improvements  or  grants  in  order  -for  a  project  to  be  -feasable. 

The  acilit.-  to  sell  e;;pen5ive  market  rate  units  is  not  as  strong  in  some 
parts  o-f  the  South  End  as  others.  For  some  time  the  housing  market  is  likely  to 
remain  relati/el*  weak  along  Washington  Street  where  most  o-f  the  large  SENHI 
parcels  are   located.  This  may  lead  some  to  argue  -for  a  higher  percentage  o-f 
mariet  rate  units  as  a  wa/  to  make  a  development  package  more  saleable.  An 
approach  that  keeps  even  the  most  e;;pen5ive  units  below  the  -full  market  rate  is 
more  1 1  kel  ,  to  be  success-ful.  (For  e;;ample  there  was  no  shortage  o-f  buyers  -for 
the  100!'.  below  market  units  developed  at  Andrews  Square.) 

The  ■ ""  .-s    ■-  parking  ratio  -  Given  the  proposed  income  mi;;,  the  .°   requirement 
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15  too  high.  For  low  income  households  in  Boston  the  number  o-f  cars  per 
household  i=  t,picallv  about  .2  then  increasing  as  incomes  increase.  (An 
e.. ample  o-f  e::ce55  parking  can  be  seen  at  the  Concord  Homes  development  on 
Tremont  Street.  The  lot  behind  the  buildings  is  only  partiall,  used.)  Parking 
costs  money  to  build  and  maintain,  particularly  i-f  site  densities  require  it  tp 
be  within  a  structure.  This  has  the  e-f-fect  of  increasing  the  cost  o-f  the 
housing,  and  it  uses  space  that  could  be  develop,ed  -for  other  purposes. 

Housing  and  garden  space  -  The  gardens  developed  over  the  past  decade  or  more 
are   a  valued  part  o-f  the  South  End.  They  have  been  one  o-f  the  most  e-f-fective 
ways  ior    3  /ery  diverse  group  o-f  people  to  come  together  as  a  community.  The 
RFF"  s  should  encourage  de.'elopers  to  find  wa/s  o-f  linking  both  gardens  and 
housing  together  even  1 -f  it  requires  use  o-f  non  contiguous  sites.  The  ragged 
appearance  o-f  some  gardens,  o-f  ten  rein-forced  by  brok:en  -fences  and  sidewalks  can 
be  e-ffectivelv  controlled  with  permanent  fencing  and  plantings  which  are 
included  as  part  of  the  overall  site  development  costs. 

As  a  final  point.  ,our  proposal  at  the  the  December  15th  community 
meetirjg  to  set  aside  funds  for  technical  support  of  commnity  de.'Slopment  and 
non-profit  corporations  is  an  excellent  one.  However,  tying  the  funding   to 
disposition  proceeds  would  seem  unnecessarily  restrictive  given  the  variety  of 
State  and  local  funding  sources  potentially  available. 

Sincerely, 

\f  n   ,. 

Jphn   Stainton 

\ 

cc:    F'obert    Farrell 
Stephen   Co'/le 
Don    Gil  lis 
Representati /e    Byron    Rushing 
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An  open  statement  to  the  "lyn"  A.-jmirjstratijn  3na  the  Boston 

'^ede  velopment  Authority  ""rem  tng  steering  committee  of  the  Ma?lreT  '  '^  t  U 

Level  -"ousinq  Committee.  HFC  2  .  1986 

Ansii 

This  letter  is  in  resDOhse  to  i"^e  5='A's  meeting  ci""  December  15,  1986. 
We  respectfully  submit,  the  following  recommendations  be  incorporated 
into  the  housing  guidelines  for  Phase  lA  anu  IB. 

A.   The  primary  subsidy  usea  to  create  a"'''ord3bie  housing  on  these 
parcels  should  be  limited  by  the  value  of  the  land  on  a  parcel  by 
parcel  basis.   The  local  aboutting  neighborhood  associations  as  well 
as  a  majority  of  the  resice^ts  cmonaticallv  le'ect  and  will  strenuously 
oppose  any  massive  loyering  of  state  anc  '"ederai  subsidies  to  create 
"nousiriG  projects".   This  Tom  m  it  tee  ana  most  C    the  South  End  supports 
the  3  =  A's  position  in  the  repcrt  e^titlec  Subsidi;!ed  Housing  in   the 
South  E  ^.  d .   In  this  document  the  Agency  Declared  that  it  had  "fulfilled 
its  committment"  to  build  subsicized  "'cusing  in   the  South  End.   We 
also  suODcrt  the  cities  ccal  "c  create  af'crranle  housing  to  address 
the  present  housing  shortage.   -^  owe  ■/.;?.  because  cf  the  South  End's 
yrossly  disproportionate  snare  of  suosiaized  noising,  the  maximum  level 
of  subsidy  should  be  confined  to  the  equity  tne  city  now  holds  in  the 
parcel s . 

3.   we  reiterate  the  position  that  anv  individual  who  resides  in  the 
South  £nd  DC  given  "eaual"  tr?3"me'^'-  ts  Mi--ori':.  jevelopment  Firms,  CDCs 
an-  ".on-Prorits  in  comcc-t  itc  :  .'  •■jceioo  t^ese  CDf^els  in  both  Phase  lA 
r.  !"i  d  i  2  .   while  the  Co  i'"^  m  :  t  .  ?  '=  •■:  l  '.  c  '  m  e  s  :  "  r  c  a  r  t ;  t .:  c  a  t  i  c  ri  of  these  b  u  b  1  i  c 
entities  in  the  develonment  orc'e^s.  anv  oreferen^e  given  to  these  groups 
O'w'er  private  residents  is  "ct  pniv  ciscriminatcr,'  and  inherently 
offensive  bur  probably  il lecal  as  "lell.   Private-  sector  resident  housing 
producers  are  not  second  class  citizens  and  in  ":  zzt    are  critical  to  the 
3ucc^:ss  of  tiie  5ENHI  proc-  c. 


C.  ;je  stron.^ly  recommenq  th; 
Reae.'elopment  Authority  be  b: 
housing  product,  either  t~r- 
developer   or  in  direct  cash 


'-?n:es  set  aside  by  the  Boston 

directly  radoCing  thie  cost  of  the 
:  w e r  1  a ~ o  a q u i  s  i  t  i o n  cost  to  the 
■senients  to  tne  consumer.    We  believe 
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that  rnonies  should  be  apciied  tc  reduce  the  cost  of  things  not  to  fund 
new  layers  of  government. 

In  closing,  this  Committee  is  gravely  concerned  that  the  entire  5ENHI 
process  is  skewed  toward  certain  ooliticaliy  favored  groups  and 
constituencies  at  the  cost  of  long  term  community  residents  and  at  the 
cost  c"  Quality  housing.   'his  Administration  in  general,  and  this 
Agency  in  particular  must  determine  whether  the  primary  goal  of  SENHI  is 
tc  create  affordable  housing  cr  tc  solve  all  tne  inequalities  and  social 
croblens  of  the  city.    If  it  is  "  "^e  Later  we  nave  grave  concerns  that 
the  entire  process  is  doomed  tc  fail.  'mb    *"ear  that  the  housing 
controversies  and  tensions  c  •"  the  seve'^ties  will  be  reignited  unless  the 
Agency  exercises  prudence  anp  reason.   Tne  Administration  must  not 
promote  levels  of  afforoability  which  are  both  socially  questionable, 
econcTiically  unstaole  ana  unacceptable  to  Tajority  of  the  individuals 
who  live  and  raise  tneir  '"amilies  in  the  area  adjacent  to  the  proposed 
development . 

Respectfully  submittec, 

"er-andc^equena 
Pamela  Nelson 
Walter~erme 
David  ^^arker 
Michael  Burke 
^■^aric  Mccsia 
Michael  ~avaris 
ZnT y    Aloee 
Phillip  jegnon 
Roger  Tackeff 
Rusty  Aertsen 
Hero  Zeller 
John  Crosby 
Bill  H^rrigan 
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^  r:  I?  •  -n  statement  tn  the  Flynn  Adm  i  n  i ",  t  ra  t  i  op  nnd  the  Boston 

'edc  ve  '  opmen  t  Authority  '"rom  the  steering  committee  of  the  Market 

.evel  Housing  Committee. 


This  letter  is  in  response  to  tne  BRA's  meeiing  of  December  15,  1986. 
We  respectfully  submit,  the  following  recommendations  be  incorporated 
into  the  housing  guidelines  for  Phase  lA  and  IB. 

A.  Tiie  primary  subsioy  used  to  creaie  afforaable  housing  on  these 
parcels  should  be  limited  by  the  value  of"  tne  land  on  a  parcel  by 
parcel  basis.   The  local  abbutting  neighbornood  associations  as  well 

as  3  majority  of  the  lesidents  emphatically  reject  and  will  strenuously 
oppose  any  massive  layering  of  state  and  federal  subsidies  to  create 
"housing  projects".   This  Committee  and  most  of  the  South  End  supports 
tne  BRA'S  position  in  the  report  entitled  Subsidized  Housing  in   the 
South  End.   In  this  document  the  Agency  declared  that  it  had  "fulfilled 
its  committment"  to  build  subsidized  housing  in   the  South  End.   We 
also  support  the  cities  goal  to  create  affordable  housing  to  address 
the  cresent  housing  shortage.   However,  because  of  the  South  End's 
grossly  disproportionate  share  of  subsidized  mousing,  the  maximum  level 
of  subsidy  should  be  confined  to  the  equity  the  city  now  holds  in  the 
parcels, 

B.  We  reiterate  the  position  triat  any  individual  who  resides  in  the 
South  End  be  given  "equal"  treatment  as  Minority  Development  Firms,  CDCs 
and  i.on-P refits  in  competing  to  oevelcp  these  parcels  in  both  Phase  lA 
'inr<  IB.   While  the  Committee  welcomes  the  participation  of  these  public  ■ 
entities  in  the  development  process,  any  preference  given  to  these  groups 
over  private  residents  is  not  only  discriminatory  and  inherently 
offensive  bur  probably  illegal  as  well.   Private  sector  resident  housing 
producers  are  not  second  class  citizens  and  in  fact  are  critical  to  the 
success  of  the  SENHI  process. 

C.  We  strongly  recommend  ti^a*"  ^nv  morses  set  aside  by  the  Boston 
Pede velopmen t  Authoritv  oe  soert  by  directly  reducing  the  cost  of  the 
housing   product,  either  throuqn  lOwet  land  aauisition  cost  to  the 
developer   or  in  direc'  cas   c.vj._j-  --ent^   o  tne  consumer.    We  believe 
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that  monies  should  be  applied  to  reduce  the  cost  of  things  not  to  fund 
new  lavers  of  government. 

In  closing,  this  Committee  is  gravely  concerned  that  the  entire  SENHI 
process  is  skewed  towara  certain  politically  favored  groups  and 
constituencies  at  the  cost  of  long  term  community  residents  and  at  the 
cost  of  Quality  housing.   This  Administration  in  general,  and  this 
Agency  in  particular  must  determine  whether  the  primary  goal  of  SENHI  is 
to  create  a'^fordable  housing  or  to  solve  all  the  inegualities  and  social 
problems  of  the  city.    If  it  is  the  later  we  have  grave  concerns  that 
the  entire  process  is  doomed  to  fail.   We  fear  that  the  housing 
controversies  and  tensions  of  the  seventies  will  be  reignited  unless  the 
Agency  exercises  prudence  and  reason.   The  Administration  must  not 
cromote  levels  of  affordability  which  are  both  socially  questionable, 
eccnorrically  unstable  ^nd  unacceptable  to  majority  of  the  individuals 
I  wno  live  and  raise  their  families  in  the  area  adjacent  to  the  proposed 
development. 

I  Respectfully  submitted, 

,   Fernanao  Reauena 
■  Pamela  Nelson 

Walter  Ferme 

Zavid  ^arker 

'■'ichaelBurke 

Mario  Nicosia 

'•'ichael  Tavaris 

3arv  Albee 

=hi 11 ip  Degnon 

Roger  Tackeff 

Rusty  Aertsen 

Herb  Zeller 

Jonn  Crosby 

B'illHarrigan 
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UNITED  SOUTH  END  SETTLEMENTS 
Rutland  Street  Centre 

48  Rutland  Street 

Fr.eaa  Garca  BoStOn,  MA  02118 

Execu.ve  Director       x  (617)536-2840.42 

January  6,  1987 

Mayor  Raymond  Flynn 
Boston  City  Hall 
Boston,  MA   02201 

Dear  Mayor  Flynn: 

As  an  organizer  for  the  South  End  Tenants  Union,  a  coalition  of 
rooming  house  and  apartment  tenants  struggling  to  keep  our  homes  in  a 
gentrifyine  neighborhood,  I  urge  you  to  support  the  compromise  position  of 
the  Af fordability  Subcommittee  of  the  No-Name  SENHI  planning  effort  and  to 
compel  the  BRA  to  issue  RFP's  that  reflect  this  position. 

Our  position  calls  for  a  minimum  of  two-thirds  of  the  housing  produced 
in  Phase  I  of  SENHI  to  be  affordable  for  low  and  moderate  income  people. 
That  is,  one-third  market  rate,  one-third  moderate  income,  one-third  low 
income.   Moreover,  existing  community  gardens  will  be  preserved,  except  for 
a  scaling  down  of  the  Berkeley  Street  garden.   In  addition,  the  compromise 
retains  the  Tree  of  Life,  but  with  a  superior  scatter  site  approach. 
Finally,  the  time  frame  for  the  submission  of  proposals  should  be  extended 
from  90  days  to  120  days  to  allow  CDC's  ample  time  to  prepare  proposals. 

This  position  is  clearly  a  compromise  which  enjoys  broad  community 
sunport.   Indeed,  a  large  portion  of  the  South  End/lower  Roxbury  community 
feels  that  all  the  housing  produced  by  SENHI  should  be  affordable  for  the 
low  and  moderate  income  residents  who  most  desperately  need  it.   Do  not  be 
fooled  by  the  clamorings  of  the  "Non-af fordability  Committee."  While 
their  voices  may  be  loud,  their  support  is  limited,  and  their  rhetoric 
reeks  o^  racism  and  classism. 

Our  compromise  offers  you  the  opportunity  to  put  to  rest  doubts 
about  your  administration's  committment  to  preventing  disolacement  and 
ensuring  community  control  of  development,  doubts  which  fueled  the  recent 
Roxbury  Incorporation  referendum.   Likewise,  it  reflects  the  desires  and 
tries  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  South  End /lower  Roxbury  community. 

Sincerely, 


Eddie  Stiel 

Michael  Tavlor,  Elderly  Affairs  Commisioner 
Steven  Coyle,  Director  of  the  BRA. 

jD'^a'^  House  Rutiano  Si'eei  Centre  famny  l  ie  P'cg'a"^  >.a.-^;  Ha.e 

,mDus  Avtfrje  48  Rui'and  Sueei  2'  Monsiqno' Revnoids  v\'av  Certef  Sanowic''   Nh 

0  536-2840   536-2842  047 
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December  30,  1986 


Mr.  Steven  Coyle,  Director 
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
One  City  Hall  Square 
Boston,  MA  02201 

Dear  Steven  Coyle: 

I  am  writing  you  as  the  President  of  the  South  End  Garden  Project  and  the 
CiTairperson  of  the  Open  Space  Sub-Cciiimittee  of  the  South  End  and  Lcwer 
Roxbury' . 

The  Open  Space  Sub-Ccinmittee  -  a  coalition  of  gardening  and  open  space 
advocates  -  has  attended  all  the  SENHI  meetings.  We  have  carried  on 
dialogues  with  several  of  the  nei(^Tborhood  associations,  local  caramunity 
gardeners,  housing  advocates  and  others  vAio  are  concerned  with  the 
preservatin  of  the  rapidly  disappearing  open  spjace  in  the  city.  The  South 
End,  already  one  of  the  most  densely  populated  neighborhoods  (and  rapidly 
becoming  more  so)  ,  has  this  last  opportunity  to  save  seme  of  this  valuable 
resource.   In  acknowledging  the  need  for  housing  (especicilly  affordable 
housing) ,  we  feel  that  the  wise  use  of  open  spiace,  that  encourages  community 
participation,  will  actually  enhance  the  housing  that  is  being  planned.  We 
believe  the  developers  agree  with  us  on  this  point. 

We  strongly  urge  the  BRA  to  give  hi(^est  rating  to  propjosals  maximizing  the 
percentage  of  affordability.  Developers  should  at  the  same  time  shew  a 
willingness  to  perserve  existing  gardens  and  to  consult  with  gardeners  v*ien 
planning  open  space  or  new  caramunity  gardens. 

We  have  studied  the  DrcLft  RFP  for  both  lA  and  IB  and  have  the  following 
comments  and  suggested  changes  to  offer  (also  see  Etecember  memo  for  specific 
changes. ) 

To  start  off,  I  would  like  to  address  the  language  in  the  Draft  RFP  for 
so-called  Vacant  Land  —  you  may  find  it  helpful  to  refer  to  the  Red-covered 
Draft  RFP  cind  the  page  of  suggested  revisions  drawn  up  by  the  "C^sen-Space" 

pjeople. 

First  I  challenge  the  continued  use  of  the  word  "Vacant"  in  referring  to 
parcels  that  have  no  buildings  on  them.  At  least  9  of  these  parcels  have 
been  developed,  and  I  use  this  term  purposely  because  a  considerable 
investment  of  money,  time,  cind  organizational  effort  has  gone  into  their 
develcpient  as  Cesnmunity  Gardens  —  serving  hundreds  of  residents  of  the 
South  End.  Over  the  past  10  years,  they  have,  at  the  same  time  that  they 
were  providing  a  positive  caramunity  activity,  saved  the  BRA  thousands  of 
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dollars  that  would  otherwise  have  been  spent  cutting  weeds,  cleaning  ix),  and 
disposing  of  trash.  We  even  raised  our  cwn  funds  to  conduct  a  weed  control 
effort  on  RC-9  which  the  ERA  has  now  taken  advantage  of  to  create  a 
tenporary  park  to  pronote  the  "Tree  of  Life"  project. 

VJherever  the  word  "Vacant"  occurs  in  the  RFP  for  lA  and  IB  in  reference  to 
land  or  parcels,  I  suggest  the  word  be  struck  from  the  text  (on  the  cover. 
Pages  1,  Page  2,  Page  5,  Page  6,  Page  7  and  Page  9) . 

The  second  issue  I  want  to  raise  is  the  claim  that  in  the  SENHI  plan  the  BRA 
is  creating  open  space.  We  are  dealing  with  lot  of  open  space  that  was 
already'  created  by  the  BRA  in  various  ways  —  (land  taking,  eminent  domain, 
etc. ) .  What  we  are  tcLLking  about  right  new  is  hew  to  USE  IT  UP  —  and 
hopefully  preser'/e  some  of  it.  The  question  is  —  hew  much  aire  we  going  to 
preserve  and  for  what? 

The  third  point  I  want  to  make  is  that  the  word  "ccmmunity"  should  always  be 
linked  with  the  word  "garden,"  and  that  the  word  "Victory"  be  deleted, 
rxiring  World  War  II,  "Victory  Gardens"  were  established  to  raise  food  as 
part  of  the  war  effort.  We  are  taJJdng  about  an  activity  that  inplies  much 
more  than  food  production,  though  I  am  not  discounting  the  quality  and 
CToantity  of  food  that  may  result.  The  Fenway  Gardens  survived  after  the  war 
in  spite  of  atterrpts  to  create  parking  lots  for  Fenway  Park  patrons  because 
people  recognized  the  community  value  of  the  gardens.  I  hope  we  can  show 
the  good  sense  to  recognize  that  this  is  the  crucial  moitnent  to  defend  the 
community  resource  we  have  already  developed  here  in  the  South  EiTd. 

Other  suggestions  follcw  for  changes  on  specific  peircels  in  the  RFP's.  I 
hope  the  BRA  will  give  serious  consideration  to  them. 

We  would  favor  inclusion  of  RC-6  with  P-6A  at  East  Berkeley.  We  reluctantly 
concur  with  a  r'eduction  of  the  community  garden  at  East  Berkeley  on  P-6A, 
but  urge  that  a  committee  of  gardeners  be  included  in  the  planning  of  the 
surviving  garden  space.  We  support  the  8-Streets  Neighborhood  in  their 
request  for  inclusion  in  Riase  I  of  the  land  (RC-6)  at  Shawmut  Avenue  and 
Cwight  Street.  Designation  of  33-B  on  Northarpton  Street  as  a  community 
garaen  would  be  an  acceptable  trade  off  for  the  space  given  i^  for  housing 
at  East  Berkeley  Street. 

We  have  sericus  questions  about  the  wording  on  Page  26  for  Parcel  30,  the 
so-called  Gazebo  Garden.  Since  Parcel  30  originally  included  part  of  the 
land  between  Haven  Street  and  Shawmut  which  is  being  set  aside  for  the  "Tree 
of  Life,"  I  believe  that  the  part  with  gazebo,  approximately  12,590  square 
feet,  was  to  have  a  new  number  —  30-A.   (Parcel  30  had  a  total  of  17,955 
square  fee.  RD-60  had  3,036  square  feet).  Under  Design  line  3A,  the  word 
reduced  should  be  deleted  —  and  "the  properties  on  West  Newton  Street 
should  be  the  4th  boundary,"  added. 

Regarding  the  use  of  RE-7  B,  the  parcel  at  Shawmut  Avenue  between  Worcester 
and  West  Springfield  Street,  we  would  reccsnmend  that  at  least  10,000  square 
feet  of  the  suggested  15,000  square  feet  of  "open  space"  be  developed  as   a 
community  garden  with  frontage  on  the  alley  behind  Washington  Manor,  the 
ends  reaching  to  Worcester  and  Springfield,  making  the  garden  more 
accessible  to  the  neighborhood,  and  maximizing  the  available  sunlight. 
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In  considering  the  parcels  on  Northanpton  Street,  we  strongly  recommend  that 
parcel  33-B  be  made  available  for  a  conmunity  garden  or  other  cammunity  open 
space,  as  there  is  no  such  amenity'  in  that  eirea,  and  there  is  already  a 
concentration  of  housing  nearby.  This  parcel  is  ideally  located  for  good 
sunlight,  accessibility  and  visibility  to  the  caiiiiiunity.  It  would  meet  most 
of  the  open  space  needs  for  R12-A  and  12-B,  and  possibly  help  in  Parcel  29-A 
open  space  requirements.  Ihe  South  End  is  a  very  densely  populated 
neighborhood  and  rapidly  getting  itore  so  -  all  the  more  reason  to  preserve 
the  gardens  we  have  and  develop  new  conmunity  gardens. 

In  general,  we  agree  with  the  Ad  Hoc  Affordable  Housing  Coalition  that 
designation  should  favor  developers  v*io  maximize  affordability,  and  v*io  show 
willingness  to  work  with  garden  groups  in  planning  for  cammunity  gardens. 
We  also  feel  that  requiring  .9  minimum  parking  spaces  per  unir  for  parking 
is  unreasonable  and  puts  undue  pressure  on  available  open  space.  We 
recommned  maintaining  the  South  End  requirement  of  no  more  than  .7. 

And,  looking  ahead  to  Phase  II,  I  would  like  to  conment  on  RE  2B,  now  kncwn 
to  us  as  the  Worcester  Street  Cammunity  Garden.  This  garden  works  so  well 
with  the  open  space  in  the  area  (with  its  surrounding  tot  lot,  parking  and 
sitting  area)  in  our  view  it  would  be  a  mistake  to  use  any  of  it  for 
housing. 

In  the  SENHI  booklet  (proposal  of  September,  1986)  in  Matrix  A,  the 
Worcester  parcel  wais  considered  for  "new  residential"  under  the  "closeout" 
and  a  specific  developer  was  suggested  under  the  SENHI.  At  the  Open  Meeting 
Decerber  3rd,  we  were  assured  that  there  would  be  no  earlier  premises,  that 
we  are  starting  from  scratc±i  —  is  that  sorething  we  can  count  on? 

We  strongly  urge  that  the  other  ccsimunity  gardens,  on  parcels  to  be 
considered  in  Phase  II,  be  preserved  in  their  present  locations  and  that 
management  teams  be  formed  with  local  groups  working  with  the  local 
gardeners.  The  prcsnise  of  linkage  should  mean  that  funds  will  be  available 
to  invest  in  upgrading  and  maintaining  the  gardens. 

One  Page  20/VIII  B  Develcpnent.  Guidelines,  I  would  like  to  comment  on  the 
paragraphs  dealing  with  maintenance  of  open  space.  If  open  space  such  as  a 
tot  lot  ard  passive  landscaping  etc.  is  planned  as  part  of  a  housing 
proposal,  the  designated  developer  would  naturally  cissume  the  responsibility 
of  providing  for  the  maintenance  as  the  land  would  become  the  developer's 
property.  However  the  wording  of  paragraph  3  relating  to  parcels  designated 
for  sole  use  as  ccsnmunity  open  space  inplies  that  the  WA  would  continue  to 
hold  title  to  the  land.  We  do  not  believe  that  this  guarantees  permanence 
for  community  gardens.  We  propose  that  permanent  use  as  open  space  be 
guaranteed  by  providing  restrictions  on  the  deed  which  would  be  turned  over 
to  a  lard  trust  or  conservation  commission;  the  gardens  can  then  be  leased 
and  managed  by  a  joint  venture  of  community  gardeners  and  a  local  agency  or 
non-profit  organization.  Large  parks  and  playgrounds  should  be  turned  over 
to  the  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation. 

In  general  we  feel  that  community  gardens  should  not  be  "shielded"  or 
"internalized."  Their  visibility  is  important  in  iraking  them  a  source  of 
enjoyment  for  passers  by  vtiile  guaranteeing  that  they  remain  accessible  to 
gardeners  fron  the  wider  neighborhood.  By  bringing  together  people  from  the 
range  of  ages,  ethnic  and  economic  groips,  gardening  can  play  a  very 
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positive  part  in  txiilding  a  safer,  friendlier  place  to  live. 

Finally  we  support  the  proposal  of  the  Ad  Hoc  Affordability  Housing 
Sub-CcBTOTiitte  to  restore  Parcels  RC-9  and  R-60  to  Phase  IB,  making  the  100 
units  of  housing  for  hcmsless  mothers  available  through  out  the  parcels 
designated  for  housing  in  Phases  lA,  IB  and  2  of  SENHI. 


Sincerely, 


-■in.      yyy-  J?  l^Ur-yta 

Eleanor  Strong 

President,  South  End  Garden  Project 
C5^^irperson,  Cpen  Space  Sub-Cammittee 
South  End  and  Ixwer  Roxbury 
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TO:   Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
FROM:   Sub-Committee  on  Open  Space 

RE:   SENHI  Draft  Request  for  Proposals 
Phase  IB  -  Vacant  Land 
DATE:   December,  1986 


We  recommend  that  the  following  wording  replace  (or  in  some  instances  be 
added  to)  the  existing  text  in  the  Draft  Request  for  Proposals,  Phase  IB 

Vacant  Land : 


We  object  to  the  word  "vacant"  on  the  following  pages: 
Cover  Page 


W<^^ 


Page 

1 

( twice ) 

Page 

2 

( once ) 

Page 

5 

itrm^av  ) 

Page 

6 

(three) 

Page 

7 

( once ) 

Page 

9 

( once ) 

The  parcel  numbers  are  incorrect  on  the  following  pages  (because 
part  of  parcel  30  is  slated  for  the  "Tree  of  Life"): 

Page  6    "30"  should  be  "30-A" 

Page  24   "30"  should  be  "30-A" 

Page  26   "30"  should  be  "30-A" 

Page  5/ I n troduct i on : 

Insert:  The  au"9  of  which  are  presently  developed  as  community 
gardens"  after  "60  parcels"  in  first  sentence. 

Page  7/Paragrapn  2: 

Add:   sell  or  make  available 

Page  7/Paragraph  3/Goal  #4: 

Should  read:   Preserve  open  space  and  community  gardens  -  (delete 
the  words  "and  create") 

Page  7/Goal  #7: 

Should  read:   respecting  historic  design  guidelines  and  addressing 
par)cing  and  traffic  concerns  -  (delete  the  word  satisfying ) 

Page  9/Paragraph  3: 

Should  read:   ...intended  to  create  affordable  and  mar)cet  rate 
housing,  preserve   community  gardens,  and  other  community  facilities, 
and  preserve  open  space. 

Page  12/Paragraph  1: 

insert  the  word  community  before  gardens 

Page  18/Submission  "L.": 

Change  to:   All  proposals  where  housing  or  commercial  space  is 
included  must  have  a  paxking  management  plan. 
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Sub-CoBBittee  oo  Open  Space 
Recoanaendations/Page  2 

10.  Page  20/Paragraph  1: 

Insert  at  end  of  paragraph:   Developers  should  give  consideration  to 

the  function  of  open  spaces  which  already  exist  nearby,  and  should 

plan  to  make  newly-designed  open  spaces  compliment  those  in 
existence. 

11.  Page  21/2.   Parcel  Locations  and  Descriptions: 

Change  to:   While  many  parcels  are  vacant,  others  contain  existing 
structures  and  community  gardens.   Rehabilitation  is  of  these 
structures  and  community  gardens  is  strongly  encouraged. 

12.  Page  25/Paragraph  1: 

The  parcel  description  should  read:   The  site  is  currently  a 
community  garden  which  is  approximately  47,516  square  feet. 

13.  Page  25/3B 

Delete  3B 

14.  The  nap  tietween  Pages  25  &  26  incorrectly  shows  parcel  30-A 

(includes  buildings  which  are  not  part  of  the  parcel.) 

15.  Page  26/Parcel  Description: 

Parcel  30-A  (which  is  called  "30"  m  the  draft)  is  12,590  square 
feet,  not  7,000  as  it  is  described  in  two  instances. 

16.  Page  26/Design  A.: 

Delete  from  Point  A:   on  a  reduced  site 

Add  to  the  end  of  A:   "and  the  properties  on  West  Newton  St." 

17 .  Page  28/Uses  B. : 

Insert  under  Uses:   10,000  square  feet  should  be  developed  as  a 
community  garden.   Ideally,  this  garden  site  should  be  located  near 
Grant  Manor.   Preference  will  be  given  to  a  developer  who  seelcs  a 
joint  venture  with  a  community  garden  group. 

18.  Page  29 

Add:   "a  community  garden  is  suggested  for  33-B  to  meet  some  of  the 
open  space  needs  for  Parcels  29-A  and  R-12A  and  12B. 

19.  Page  31/Uses: 

Add  a  Uses  C.  which  should  read:   Parcel  33tB  should  be  established 
as  a  community  garden  because  of  its  ideal  lighting  conditions  and 
the  lack  of  a  community  garden  in  the  area  for  existing  housing 
nearby . 

20.  Change  parking  requirement  from  .9  spaces  to  .7: 

Page  2  3;  Page  27;  Page  28;  Page  29;  Page  30;  Page  31 
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TO:   Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
FROM:   Sub-Committee  on  Open  Space 

RE:   SENHI  Draft  Request  for  Proposals 
Phase  IB  -  Vacant  Land 
DATE:   December,  1966 


BOSTCM  REDEVELOPHEHT 

AUTHORITY 

DIRECTOR'S  OFFICE 

Dec  30    3  54  PH  'BB 


We  recommend  that  the  following  wording  replace  (or  in  some  instances  be 
added  to)  the  existing  text  in  the  Draft  Request  for  Proposals,  Phase  IB  - 
Vacant  Land : 


We  object  to  the  word 
Cover  Page 


/acant"  on  the  following  pages: 


Page  1 
Page  Z 
Page  5 
Page  6 
Page  7 


{ twice  ) 
( once ) 

( three ) 
( once ) 


Page  9  ( once  ) 

The  parcel  numoers  are  incorrect  on  the  following  pages  (because 
part  of  parcel  30  is  slated  for  the  "Tree  of  Life"): 

Page  6    "30"  should  be  "30-A" 

Page  2-;   "30"  should  be  "30-A" 

Page  26   "30"  should  be  "30-A" 

Page  5 / I nt reduction : 

Insert:  The  au"9  of  which  are  presently  developed  as  community 
gardens"  after  "60  parcels"  in  first  sentence. 

Page  7/Paragraph  2: 

Add:   sell  or  make  available 

Page  7/Paragraph  3/Goal  #4: 

Should  read:   Preserve  open  space  and  community  gardens  -  (delete 
the  words  "and  create") 

Page  7/Goal  *1 : 

Should  read:   respecting  historic  design  guidelines  and  addressing 
parking  and  traffic  concerns  -  (delete  the  word  satisfying ) 

Page  9/Paragraph  3: 

Should  read:   ...intended  to  create  affordable  and  market  rate 
housing,  preserve   community  gardens,  and  other  community  facilities, 
and  preserve  open  space. 

Page  12/Paragraph  1: 

insert  the  word  community  before  gardens 

Page  18/Submission  "L.": 

Change  to:   All  proposals  where  housing  or  commercial  space  is 
included  must  have  a  parking  management  plan. 


r. 
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TO:   Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
FROM:   Sub-Committee  on  Open  Space 

RE:   SENHI  Draft  Request  for  Proposals 
Phase  IB  -  Vacant  Land 
DATE:   December,  1986 


We  recommend  that  the  following  wording  replace  (or  m  some  instances  be 
added  to)  the  existing  text  in  the  Draft  Request  for  Proposals,  Phase  IB 
Vacant  Land : 


We  obiect  to  the  word  "vacant"  on  the  following  pages: 
Cover  Page 
Page  1  (twice) 
Page  2     ( once ) 
Page  5  C-r«i  ni-  )  AV^^-e 
Page  6  ( three ) 
Page  7  ( once ) 
Page  9  ! once ) 

Tne  parcel  nunoers  are  incorrect  on  the  following  pages  (because 
part  of  parcel  30  is  slated  for  the  "Tree  of  Life"): 

Page  6    "30"  snould  be  "30-A" 

Page  2  4   "30"  should  be  "30-A" 

Page  26   "30"  snould  oe  "30-A" 

Page  5 / I n troduc t i on ; 

Ir.sert:  The  au"9  of  which  are  presently  developed  as  community 
gardens"  after  "60  parcels"  in  first  sentence. 

Page  7/?aragrapn  2: 

Add:   sell  or  ma)ce  available 

Page  7/Paragrapn  3/Goal  #4: 

Should  read:   Preserve  open  space  and  community  gardens  -  (delete 
the  words  "and  create") 

Page  7/Goal  17: 

Should  read:   respecting  historic  design  guidelines  and  addressing 
par)cing  and  traffic  concerns  -  (delete  the  word  satisfying ) 

Page  9/Paragraph  3: 

Should  read:   ...intended  to  create  affordable  and  marfcet  rate 
housing,  preserve   community  gardens,  and  other  community  facilities, 
and  preserve  open  space. 

Page  12/Paragraph  1: 

insert  the  word  community  before  gardens 

Page  16/Submission  "L.": 

Change  to:   All  proposals  where  housinci  or  commercial  space  is 
included  must  have  a  parking  management  plan. 
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South  End  Garden  Project,  Inc. 


January  7,  1987 


Dear  Friends, 


PFrt:|VED 


h:i 


I'm  sending  you  this  pamphlet  about  the  South  End  Garden  Project 
Inc.  so  that  you  have  the  facts  that  we  distributed  at  the  last 
community-wide  SENHI  meeting  of  1986  at  the  Blackstone  School. 

Soon  the  BRA  staff  will  submit  a  final  draft  "Request  for 
Proposals"  (RFP)  for  parcels  in  SENHI  Phase  I,  to  the  BRA  Board  of 
Directors.   The  fate  of  the  11  community  gardens  in  the  South  End  and 
Lower  Roxbury,  and  of  open  space,  density,  and  development  issues 
generally  in  the  community,  hangs  in  the  balance. 

We  think  that  the  SENHI  community-wide  meetings  thus  far  have 
shown  tihat  the  whole  cross-section  of  the  community  supports  the  goal 
of  preserving  and  improving  our  neighborhood  community  gardens. 

We  have  asked  the  authority  to  make  several  changes  in  the  final 
draft  before  it  is  approved.   For  one  thing,  we've  asked  them  to  quit 
referring  to  existing  community  gardens  as  "vacant  land".   They  are 
not  vacant.   They  have  community  gardens  on  them.   A  substantial  start 
has  already  been  made  on  developing  them.   For  ten  years  on  many 
sites,  local  gardeners  have  invested  time,  effort,  and  money  into 
securing  rhem  as  open  space  on  behalf  of  their  neighborhoods. 

Also,  we  have  asked  the  authority  to  emend  the  draft  RFP  so  that, 
when  it  comes  to  the  final  selection  of  a  development  proposal,  one 
that  seeks  to  preserve  and  improve  an  existing  garden--or  develop  a 
new  garden--is  clearly  favored  over  one  that  does  not. 

Now  is  the  time  for  you  to  act.   Call  people--at  the  authority, 
the  Mayor's  office,  your  State  representative.   Let  folks  know  how  you 
feel  about  the  coming  development  of  BRA-owned  open  space.   Ask 
whether  they  plan  to  support  preserving  and  improving  community 
gardens  in  development  activities  in  the  South  End  and  Lower  Roxbury? 

Tell  them  that  we  should  be  adding  to  the  already  substantial 
investment  that  has  gone  into  these  high  quality  community  open 
spaces,  long  before  we  seriously  consider  giving  them  away  forever! 
Development  activities  under  the  SENHI  program  should  channel 
investment  into  existing  community  gardens,  to  fix  the  sidewalks, 
upgrade  the  garden  plots,  landscape  and  fence  them  properly,  etc. 

Together,  we  can  make  the  gardens, that  have  helped  us  build 
neighborhoods  throughout  the  South  End  and  Lower  Roxbury  for  over  a 
decade,  even  better.   Thanks  to  your  help  and  support! 

Sincerely  yours, 

Eleanor  M.  Strong 
Pres  ident 
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South  End  Garden  Project,  Inc 


South  End  Garden  Project's  gazebo  at  Rutland/Washington  Street  Community  Garden,  and 
some  of  the  people  who  made  it  possible.   Photo  by  Rose  f.arstori,  South  End  News . 
June  C,  1935. 


A  not-for-profit  organization  of  urtxan  convrunttv  gardeners  In  ttie  Soutti  Erxj  and  Lover  Roxbury 
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December  15,  1960 


Dear  Friends, 


There  are  11  community  gardens  located  on  sites  throughout  the  South  End 
and  Lower  Roxbury.  9  of  the  sites  are  owned  by  the  Boston  Redevelopment 
Authority  (BRA).  Each  will  eventually  come  under  various  phases  of  the  BRA's 
South  End  Housing  Initiative  (SENHI),  a  program  to  dispose  of  the  remaining 
authority-owned  buildings  and  vacant  land  in  the  community. 

Everyone  in  the  South  End  and  Lower  Roxbury--not  just  community  gardeners-- 
should  be  concerned  about  the  fate  of  the  existing  community  gardens.  Consider 
these  points: 

*  271  of  the  BRA-owned  vacant  land  in  the  SENHI  area  is  community  gardens. 
Some  of  this  open  land  is  now  recreational  open  space  that  has  done  much  over 
the  past  10  years  to  build  neighborhoods,  and  all  of  it  could  be  lost  in  a 
matter  of  months  under  the  SENHI  program.   And  once  it's  gone,  it's  as  good  as 
gone  forever ! 

*  That  community  gardens  have  survived  and  prospered  over  the  last  decade 
clearly  expresses  the  need  for  more  formally  designated  open  space.  Yet  many 
people  in  the  community  don't  recognize  this  need--they  have  been  living  with  so 
much  vacant  land  for  so  long! 

*  About  30,000  [leople  live  hi  about  1  square  mile  In  the  South  End  and  Lower 
Roxbury.  By  comparison,  Charlestown  has  about  20,000  people  living  .in  1  square 
mile.  We  face  crucial  questions  about  density  that  preserving  and  improving 
existing  community  gardens  can  help  to  alleviate.   By  cooperating  with  local 
residents  to  preserve  and  upgrade  gardens,  developers  can  make  a  significant 
investment  in  the  success  of  their  own  projects,  while  meeting  the  open  space 
requirements  of  the  zoning  code. 

*  Over  20  years  of  urban  renewal  activities  here  have  given  us  an  historic 
opportunity  that  few  city  neighborhoods  ever  have,  to  secure  open  space.  We 
should  consider  the  outcome  carefully,  before  we  give  up  open  spaces  that 
contribute  so  effectively  to  the  quality  of  community  life  in  our  neighborhoods. 

*  Once  community  gardens  become  a  permanent  feature  of  our  community,  they 
can  of  course  be  landscaped--so  that  they  are  amenities  not  only  for  residents 
who  use  them  as  gardens,  but  also  for  everyone  who  lives  or  works  in  the  area. 

This  booklet  is  Intended  to  acquaint  you  with  the  South  End  Garden  Project, 
Inc.,  the  folks  who  are  now  gardening  on  existing  sites,  and  their  goal  —  to  work 
with  community  development  corporations,  other  neighborhood  non-profits,  and 
developers,  to  create  PERMANENT  COMMUNITY  GARDENS  In  the  South  End  and  Lower 
Roxbury. 

Sincerely  yours,        ^  -\    ^^^ 

Eleanor  M.  Strong,  President 
South  End  Garden  Project,  Inc. 
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South  End  Garden  Project,  Inc. 

The  South  End  Garden  Project,  Inc.  is  a  not-for-profit  organization  of 
urban  community  gardeners  in  the  South  End  and  Lower  Roxbury,  federal  tax-exempt 
under  the  provisions  of  section  501  (c)  3  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code,  and 
incorporated  as  a  non-profit  agricultural  and  educational  organization  In 
Massachusetts  in  1977.  For  a  decade,  we  have  sponsored  community  gardening  on 
sites  in  the  South  End  owned  by  the  BRA,  and  now  up  for  development  under 
SENHI. 

Community  gardening  brings  together  the  broadest  possible  cross-section  of 
people,  people  of  all  ages,  economic  levels,  religious,  political  views, 
ethnicity  and  life-styles.   We  number  nearly  200  dues-paying  members.   Our 
youngest  is  15,  our  oldest  105. 

There  are  75  community  gardeners  at  the  Rutland/Washington  Street  Community 
Gardens,  for  example.   Individual  gardeners  or  families  pay  SIO  per  season  for  a 
plot.   In  return  they  get  the  use  of  keys  for  the  gates,  water,  some  soil 
amendments  and  garden  equipment. 

Most  community  gardens  are  located  near  large  Boston  Housing  Authority 
(BHA)  or  Housing  and  Urban  Development-financed  (HUD)  housing.   Each  community 
garden  grew  up  where  it  did  for  a  good  reason--it  serves  the  local  folks  who 
live  right  nearby,  most  of  whom  have  little  money  or  live  on  fixed  incomes,  and 
for  whom  their  garden  is  their  only  real  option  for  enjoying  open  space. 

The  efforts  of  these  residents  to  develop  their  neighborhood  community 
gardens  represent  a  huge  investment  of  time  and  money  on  their  own  behalf  and  on 
behalf  of  the  whole  community  as  well. 

It  is  wise  for  the  entire  community  to  consider  whether  this  investment  in 
the  quality  of  the  life  of  our  neighborhoods  is  to  be  safeguarded  and  improved-- 
or  merely  squandered  in  the  frenzy  to  develop  every  parcel  of  land  between 
Berkeley  Street  and  Melnea  Cass  Boulevard. 

Many  gardeners,  persons  on  fixed  incomes  or  with  large  families,  find  that 
the  produce  we  can  grow  on  even  a  small  plot  provides  an  essential  supplement  to 
our  diets  and  pocketbooks.  All  of  us  value  the  fact  that  we  get  the  freshest 
possible  fruits  and  vegetables.  All  of  us  are  proud  to  have  been  part  of  a 
community  organization  working  for  a  decade  to  make  our  own  neighborhoods  safer, 
more  productive,  friendlier  places  to  live. 

Over  the  past  decade,  the  South  End  Garden  Project,  Inc.  has  directed  a 
wide  array  of  community  educational  and  self-help  gardening  activities.  Whether 
you  live,  work,  or  travel  through  the  South  End,  you've  probably  noticed  the 
most  recent  one--a  new  garden  gazebo  at  the  Rutland/Washington  Street  Community 
Gardens.   In  cooperation  with  the  Blackstone/Franklin  Square  Neighborhood 
Association,  South  End  Garden  Project,  Inc.  raised  over  $5,000  In  cash  and  in- 
kind  donations  over  nearly  two  years  of  fund-raising  efforts,  and  we  won  d 
matching  grant  from  the  City  of  Boston  Neighborhood  Development  and  Employment 
Agency.  Tens  of  thousands  of  dollars  of  CDBG  funds  have  been  spent  by  gardeners 
since  1975  to  help  local  residents  improve  vacant  lots,  and  gardeners  have 
invested  their  own  time,  energy,  and  money  on  behalf  of  the  community  to  secure 
community  gardens  as  open  space. 

Our  biggest  investment  hasn't  been  money,  though.   It's  been  what  we've 
done  with  and  for  each  other,  and  the  community  values  we  practice. 

Some  South  Enders  hang  out  in  the  few  "sitting"  parks.  Youth  play  In  the 
few  basketball  courts  and  baseball  diamonds,  and  there  are  tennis  courts  near 
the  Dover  MBTA  station.   "Stoop-sitting",  people  will  tell  you,  was  invented  in 
the  South  End. 

What  open  space  in  the  neighborhood  do  YOU  use  ?  WHO  uses  it  with  you? 


121 


OUR  GOAL 


According  to  the  BRA,  SENHI  will  promote  development  opportunities  for 
non-profit,  community-based  organizations,  and  joint  ventures  to 
create  "affordable  housing",  open  space,  and  community  gardens. 

Community  gardeners  want  to  work  as  partners  with  developers  to 
preserve  and  improve  scarce  open  space  AND  to  build  housing  for  low- 
income  persons  under  the  SENHI  program.   Most  of  our  member  gardeners 
are  low-  or  fixed-income  persons  and  families. 

Unlike  most  city  neighborhoods,  the  South  End  and  Lower  Roxbury  will 
now  have  a  golden  opportunity  to  secure  two  good  thlngs--AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING  and  COMMUNITY  GARDENS--at  the  same  time! 

And  community  gardens  and  development  can  go  together  to  benefit 
everyone.   In  cooperation  with  the  MBTA,  for  example,  community 
gardeners  at  the  Sar anac/Newcast le  garden  have  been  able  to  preserve 
and  improve  their  plots  adjacent  to  the  new  Orange  Line  subway  station 
near  Mass.  and  Columbus  Avenues.   There,  the  community  gardens  are 
about  to  become  a  permanent  part  of  the  new  park  land. 

Money  should  not  be  an  issue  when  it  comes  to  whether  to  preserve  and 
develop  our  community  gardens.   If  the  city  administration's  promise 
of  "linkage"  between  downtown  development  and  the  neighborhoods  means 
anything,  then  community  gardens  ought  to  be  at  the  head  of  th^  line 

to  receive  funds. 

We  believe  it  takes  COOPERATION,  IMAGINATIVE  ARCHITECTURAL  DESIGNS, 
and  COMMUNITY  SUPPORT  to  ensure  the  success  of  any  housing  development 

plan  ! 

Phase  I  of  SENHI  threatens  the  two  largest  community  gardens,  at 
Berkeley  Street  and  Rutland/Washington  Sts. 

WE  INSIST  THAT  LANGUAGE  BE  INCLUDED  IN  THE  BRA'S  FINAL  DRAFT  REQUEST 
FOR  PROPOSALS  FOR  SENHI  PARCELS  THAT  REWARDS  DEVELOPMENT  PROPOSALS 
SEEKING  TO  PRESERVE  AND  UPGRADE  EXISTING  GARDENS. 


Here  '  s  how  to  get  in  touch  wi  th  us : 

Call  Eleanor  Strong  at  262-6438  or  Kim  Walter  at  247-2366 

You  can  help.   We  need  the  support  and  talent  of  everyone  to  keep  our 

community  gardens  strong! 
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WHAT  MAKES  A  GOOD  COMMUNITY  OPEN  .?PACE? 

Some  existing  community  gardens  already  have  ingredients  that  make 
them  great  community  open  spaces.   At  Worcester  Street,  for  example, 
there's  parking  for  Concord  Housing,  a  tot  lot  for  the  kids,  and  a 
shaded  sitting  area  for  elders,  all  in  addition  to  the  community 
garden . 

Each  community  garden  site  needs  to  be  evaluated  individually.   Its 
weaknesses  need  to  be  eliminated  and  its  strengths  enhanced  by 
development  activities  under  SENHI . 

Gardeners  disagree  with  a  major  recommendation  of  the  BRA's  SENHI 
planners  to  "privatize"  the  community  gardens  by  hiding  them  behind 
buildings  or  in  courtyards  (a  recommendation  outlined  in  the  booklet 
entitled  Proposed  Reuses  for  SENHI  Parcels  published  and  distributed 
to  the  community  by  the  BRA  in  September,  1986). 

Nobody  wants  to  feel  that  he  or  she  is  gardening  under  someone  else's 
k  i tchen  window. 

To  "privaLizc"  the  gardens  defeats  the  main  goa^l  of  having  a  true 
COMMUNITY  garden. 

Instead,  garden  -.if.es  need  to  be  BIG  ENOUGH  and  VISIBLE  ENOUGH  to  say 
to  everyone  who  gardens,  or  lives  o:l'  -/wirks  nearby--"This  open  space  is 
YOUR  neighborhood  garden!"   Community  gardens  directly  affect  the 
quality  of  life  in  our  neighborhoods.   Passersby  on  the  sidewalk  stop 
and  talk  with  people  working  inside  the  garden.   Gardeners  want  to 
live  in  neighborhoods  like  that. 

Community  gardeners  know  better  than  anybody  else  that,  by  upgrading 
and  investing  in  community  gardens,  we  can  accommodate  twice  the 
number  of  gardeners  we  now  have,  or  locate  the  same  number  on  a 

smaller  s  i  te  . 

Developers  and  their  architects  can  and  should  wuik  with  gardeners  and 
the  rest  of  the  community,  from  the  earliest  stages  of  concept  and 
design,  to  make  the  most  of  this  potential  "elasticity". 

Under  the  SENHI  program,  developers  willing  to  support  and  Invest  in 
community  gardens  should  be  given  clear  priority  over  those  who  do 
not . 
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ANSWERS    TO    OFTEN    HEARD    QUESTIONS    ABOUT    COMMUNITY    GARDENS 


UPKEEP    AND   MAINTENANCE 


FENCING 


Gardeners  say  that  not  knowing  year  to  year  what  the 
bra's  plans  are--whether  there 'd  even  be  a  garden 
next  year--makes  people  uncertain  whether  they 
should  put  in  that  much  more  effort  and  money  to 
make  a  garden  site  perfect.  PERMANENT  COMMUJJITY 
GARDENS  could  change  all  that,  encouraging  gardeners 
to  make  their  sites  models  of  community  self- 
improvement. 

Chainlink  fences  now  around  most  gardens  go  right 
down  to  the  ground,  where  weeds  and  especially 
mugwort  get  tangled  in  the  links  and  are  next  to 
impossible  to  pull  out  completely.   PERMANENT 
GARDENS  with  tall,  solid  wrought  iron  fences  and  a  6 
inch  space  at  the  bottom,  or  a  curb;  and  brick 
sidewalks  that  extend  under  the  fences  and  into  the 
garden  a  foot  or  more,  would  make  it  easy  to  keep 
edges  clean  and  planted  attractively  with  flowers. 


SOIL  AND  THE  ENVIRONMENT 


Lead  is  a  serious  environmental  contaminant, 
especially  in  urban  areas.  But  the  amount  of  lead 
being  deposited  every  year  has  been  decreasing, 
thanks  to  less  and  less  of  it  being  used  in 
gasoline.   The  garden  project  encourages  all 
gardeners  to  have  their  soil  in  their  plot  tested 
for  lead  FREE  at  Suffolk  Cooperative  Extension 
Service . 


HOUSING  VS. GARDENS 


COMMUNITY  GARDENS  ARE 
HICK  QUALITY  OPEN  SPACE 


TAXES 


We  need  BOTH!  And  gardeners  feel  we  can  and  should 
have  both  under  the  SENHI  program.  Imaginative 
development  designs,  and  cooperation  between  local 
gardeners  and  developers  can  make  it  happen! 

They  are  green  oases  in  a  world  of  brick  and 
asphalt.  They  are  where  you  and  people  you  know  In 
your  neighborhood  enjoy  the  outdoors  in  common. 
Access  to  the  gardens  is  limited,  it's  true,  because 
the  gardens  are  fenced,  but  then  what  little  other 
open  space  there  is  in  the  community  is  fenced  too — 
like  the  sitting  parks,  ball  courts,  and  people's 
backyards.  And  are  those  "open  spaces"  really  used 
by  a  full  cross-section  of  the  community?  You  can 
see  for  yourself  that  community  gardens  ARE! 

Assessed  as  agricultural  land,  community  gardens 
will  pay  taxes  from  plot  fees,  along  with  other 
expenses  such  as  water,  soil  amendments  and  dues. 
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BRA  GENHI  PROCKAM  "RECOMMENDATIONS"  FOR  SOUTH  END/LOWER  ROXBURY 

COMMUNITY  GARDEN  SITES 


Cominunitv  Garden 


BRA  SENHI    "Recommendation" 


WORCESTER    STREET 


Hous  ing 


BERKELEY  STREET 


10%   housing,  remainder 
open  space  or  garden 


W.  SPRINGFIELD  STREET 


15,000  sq.  ft.  "for  community 
space" 


E.  BROOKLINE  &    FATHER  GILDAY 


Hous  ing 


[HARRISON  f.    PLYMPTON] 


(New  England  Nuclear 
designated  developer,  fate  of 
garden  unknown) 


LENOX  &  KENDALL 


HA%TN  STREET  & 
RUTLAND/ WASHINGTON 


Housing,  commercial  space, 
some  open  space 

"Tree  of  Life"  project;  fate 
of  open  space  unknown 


WINDSOR/WARWICK 


Housing,  park 


WARREN  &    CLARENDON 


Hous  i  ng 


W.     DEDHAM/SHAWMUT 


(Already   a    permanent 
garden   arranged    with    IBA 
several    years   ago) 


SARANAC    &    NEWCASTLE 


(Already  a   permanent 
garden   worked    out    with 
the    MBTA) 


Source:    "Proposed   Reuses    for   SENHI   Parcels,    SOUTH  END  Neighborhood  Housing 
Initiative",   Boston  Redevelopment  Authority,   Stephen  Coyle,   Director, 
September,    1986. 
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South  End  Garden  Project,  Inc. 


FACTS  ABOUT  THE  SOUTH  END  GARDEN  PROJECT,  INC.  AND  THE 
RUTLAND/WASHINGTON  STREET  COMMUNITY  GARDENS 


The  South  End  Garden  Project  Inc.  is  a  non-profit  organization  of 
urban  community  gardeners  in  the  South  End  and  Lower  Roxbury.   We 
sponsor  community  gardening  on  7  sites  in  the  community  owned  by  the 
BRA.   We  are  Federal  tax-exempt  and  incorporated  as  a  non-profit 
agricultural  and  educational  organization  in  Massachusetts  in  1976. 

Community  gardening  is  a  activity  that  brings  together  the  broadest 
possible  cross  section  of  the  community,  people  of  all  ages,  all 
economic  levels,  religious,  political  views,  ethnicity  and  life- 
styles.  We  number  nearly  200  gardeners.   Our  youngest  dues-paying 
member  is  13,  our  oldest  in  her  80's. 

There  are  about  75  gardeners  at  the  Washington/Rutland  Streets 
Community  Gardens.   Individual  gardeners  or  families  pay  $10  per 
season  for  a  plot.   In  return,  they  get  the  use  of  keys  for  the 
gates,  water,  some  soil  amendments  and  garden  equipment,  and  lots  of 
fresh  air  and  friendship. 

Some  of  us  don't  need  the  food  we  grow;  we  can  afford  to  buy  all  the 
vegetables  we  need  in  the  supermarket.   Many  others,  however,  on 
fixed  incomes  or  with  large  families,  find  that  the  produce  we  can 
grow  on  even  a  small  plot  provides  an  essential  supplement  to  our 
diets  and  pocketbooks.   All  of  us  value  the  fact  that  we  get  the 
freshest  possible  fruits  and  vegetables.   And  we  are  proud  to  have 
been  a  community  group  working  for  a  decade  to  make  our 
neighborhoods  safer,  more  productive,  friendlier  places  to  live. 

You've  probably  noticed  our  most  recent  community  development 
activity--a  new  garden  gazebo,  which  we  put  up  last  year.   In 
cooperation  with  the  Blackstone/Franklin  Square  Neighborhood 
Association,  we  raised  about  $5,000  in  cash  and  in-kind  donations 
over  nearly  two  years,  and  we  won  a  matching  grant  for  the  gazebo 
from  the  City  of  Boston  Neighborhood  Development  and  Employment 
Agency. 

Our  involvement  in  community  development  activities  goes  back  for 
over  a  decade.   Since  1976,  we  have  spent  thousands  of  dollars  of 
City  Development  Block  Grant  money  to  help  local  residents  improve 
vacant  lots  at  a  time  when  they  were  eyesores  and  nobody  wanted 

them. 

WE  HAVE  EARNED  THE  RIGHT  TO  BE  HEARD  BY  THE  BRA  AND  BY  OUR  NEIGHBORS 


K  not-for-pfoflt  organization  of  uibon  cor 
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jiUtim  In  th«  South  End  and  Lomw  Roxbury 


Page  2 

Any  community  that  is  handed  the  alternative  of  EITHER  housing  OR 
community  gardens  is  not  being  handed  a  CHOICE  at  all. 

Unlike  most  city  neighborhoods,  the  South  End  and  Lower  Roxbury   now 
have  a  golden  opportunity  to  secure  two  good  things  at  the  same 
t  ime  ! 

We  urge  everyone  interested  in  people-,  not  profit-oriented 
development  of  the  remaining  large  open  spaces  in  the  community  to 
consider  that  community  gardening 

*  provides  more  than  just  economic  returns,  and  not  just  to  a 
few  developers,  but  to  everyone  who  gardens  or  lives  near 
community  gardens 

*  provides  much  needed  recreational  open  space  accessible  to 
nearly  everyone 

*  makes  neighborhoods  safer,  friendlier  places  to  live  for 
all  peoples 

*  doesn't  demand  more  parking  spaces 

*  and  community  gardening  and  housing  development  are  mutually 
compatible  and  desirable  uses 

THE  BRA  SHOULD  REQUIRE  DEVELOPERS  TO  INCORPORATE  EXISTING  COMMUNITY 
GARDENS  INTO  THEIR  HOUSING  DESIGN  PROPOSALS,  IF  NEED  BE,  TO  PRESERVE 
THESE  GARDENS  FOR  CURRENT  AND  FUTURE  RESIDENTS. 

THE  BRA  SHOULD  CONSIDER  SETTING  ASIDE  ADDITIONAL  SITES  FOR  COMMUNITY 
GARDENING  IN  NEIGHBORHOODS  WHERE  RESIDENTS  EXPRESS  A  DESIRE  TO 
DEVELOP  THEIR  OWN  EXISTING  OPEN  SPACE. 
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Renaissance  Properties 


Uevclopment  50  Berkele\   Siren 

and  Resioration         Boston 

.\lassachusct(s021  16 
617  451-9110 


Decetiber  30,  1986 


Ricardo  Mil  let t 
Deputy  Director  for 

Neighborhood  Development 
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
One  City  Hall  Plaza 
Boston, ":.R  02201 


Dear  Ricardo: 


The  following  is  our  formal  comrent  on  the  most  recent  draft  of  the 
SENHI  RFP: 

First,  we  support  the  concept  of  a  35  percent  set-aside  for  afford- 
able housing.  .As  you  know,  nearly  40  percent  of  our  Clarendon /Warren 
Block  is  dedicated  for  these  purposes.  Hov/ever,  as  in  the  Clarendon/ 
Vj'arren  Block,  we  would  suggest  that  the  income  threshold  be  100-120 
percent  of  the  HUD  median  income  guildelines,  as  opposed  to  the  80  per- 
cent that  is  now  proposed.  This  wrould  enhance  the  economic  feasibility 
of  ijie  program  and  would  allow  the  City  to  serve  a  greater  mirtoev   of 
residents  in  need  of  decent,  affordable  housing. 

Secondly,  v/ith  the  inccme  group  more  clearly  defined,  a  35  percent 
goal  is  both  realistic  and  practical.  However,  the  economics  of  each 
parcel  will  ultimately  determine  the  extent  to  vrtiich  this  goal  can  be 
achieved.  VAiile  we  were  able  to  exceed  that  goal  at  the  Clarendon /War- 
ren Block,  we  are  less  confident  that  we  could  achieve  that  same  percent- 
age in  the  more  marginal  areas  of  the  South  End.  To  debate  the  percentage 
question  without  seriously  looking  at  the  "inplicit  equity"  of  each  parcel 
is  a  waste  of  everyone's  time. 

With  this  in  mind,  we  would  seriously  question  anyone's  blanket 
assertion  that  these  parcels  in  the  absence  of  external  si±)sidies  could 
support  a  significantly  higher  percentage  of  affordable  housing.  We 
would  hope  that  in  the  City's  review  process  it  would  cast  a  skeptical 
eye  on  these  proposals  unless  they  included  a  fairly  detailed  development 
pro  forma  v,hich  was  accorrpanied  by  a  firm  financing  ccmitment.  To  recom- 
mend a  proposal  purely  based  upon  this  percentage  game,  without  the  City's 
seriously  reviewing  economic  feasibility,  might  be  initially  popular. 
However,  it  is  our  belief  that  this  would  ultimately  lead  to  lengthy  and 
costly  delays  and  possible  project  abandorment . 
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Mr .  Ri  cardo  Mi  1 1 e 1 1 
December  30,  1986 
Pagre  IVvo 


Thirdly,  parking  is  a  major  concern  in  the  South  End,  as  you  know. 
We  question  the  vvisdctn  of  segregating  the  existing  buildings  and  the 
vacant  land  into  two  separate  phases.  r4)st  of  the  existing  structures 
occupy  the  entire  site,  thus  eliminating  the  jwssibi lity  of  providing 
off-street  parking.  Vacant  land,  however,  offers  anple  opportunity 
to  provide  needed  parking.  Our  reconmendation  is  that  these  phases 
need  to  be  tied  together  in  order  to  address  vAiat  we  both  know  v/i  1 1  be 
an  inportant  neighborhood  concern. 

Finally,  we  would  ask  you  to  consider  the  concept  of  meeting  the 
af fordabi lity  goal  by  providing  lov;  and  moderate  inccne  housing  off- 
site.  The  reason  for  this  is  that  we  strongly  believe  that  we  could 
provide  perhaps  twice  as  much  affordable  housing  by  taking  this  ap- 
proach. Let's  use  Clarendon/Warren  as  an  exanple: 

Ihe  moderate  income  imits  in  the  Clarendon/»Varren  Block 
would  have  a  market  value  of  $1,650,000  (8,250  s.f.  x 
200/s.f.).  According  to  our  Agreement  with  the  BRA,  we 
will  be  selling  these  units  for  $518,000,  or  $1,157,000 
below  market.  Had  the  developers  been  able  to  apply  this 
$1,157,000  to  an  off-site  project,  our  irrpact  in  prcxnot- 
ing  affordabi lity  would  have  been  far  greater;  we  would 
have  been  able  to  build  24  townhouses  and  charge  the 
same  amount  of  money  for  the  affordable  units  we  sold 
on  a  fee  sinple  basis,  as  opposed  to  a  condominium, 
thereby  reducing  the  carrying  costs  for  the  owner  and 
allowing  the  program  to  serve  an  even  lower  income  group. 
The  off-site  development  could  be  designed  in  a  manner 
much  more  suited  for  families,  whereas  lot  and  existing 
building  constraints  in  the  South  End  minimize  the 
ability  to  do  this.  Finally,  as  an  added  bonus  to  alle- 
viating the  housing  shortage,  instead  of  26  homes  being 
constructed,  as  there  will  be  at  Clarendon/Warren,  50 
additional  units  would  oe  added  to  the  City's  housing 
stock.   If  affordable  housing  production  is  our  major 
goal,  this  approach  clearly  offers  the  most  cost  effec- 
tive way  to  accotrplish  this.  Although  as  a  sociological 
concept  it  might  be  verj'^  attractive,  putting  affordable 
housing  in  areas  as  intrinsically  valuable  as  the  South 
End  is  not  the  best  use  of  the  City's  limited  resources. 

In  closiiig,  we  welcome  the  opportimity  to  participate  in  this  pro- 
cess and  fully  aiad  enthusiastically  embrace  the  goals  of  the  SEIJII  pro- 
gram.  Incorporating  the  above  points  in  the  final  design  of  the  progran 
would  substantially  contribute  to  the  program's  economic,  operational  and 
political  sucess. 
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If  you  should  have  any  questions,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact 
me  at  536-2700. 


Sincerely, 


KET/ad 

Qc:  ICathy  Dexter 


Roger  E.  Tackeff 
Qiairman 
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Blackstone'^Franklui  Square 

Neiphliorhiiod  Assoriation.  Inr 


BLACKSTONE/FRANKLIN  SQUARE  NEIGHBORHOOD  ASSOCIATION 

DEVELOPMENT  COMMITTEE  REPORT 

PRESENTED  AT  COUNCIL  MEETING  OCTOBER  30,  1985 


After  careful  consideration  the  Development  Committee  of  the 
Blackstone/FranJclin  Square  NeigWxDrhood  Association  recommends 
tliat  the  Council  and  Membership  take  the  following  position  in 
reference  to  development  of  BPv.A  Parcels  under  the  SENHI  Plan. 

GENERAL 

1.  We  want  direct  input  on  Parcels  RC-9,  RD-60,  30,  RE-7B, 
Rll-C.  On  the  remainder  of  Phase  I  Parcels  we  would  hope 
to  support  the  affected  Neiglilxorhood  Association(s)  . 

2.  As  many  units  of  affordable  housing  as  financially  feasible 
should  be  created.   Tlie  designated  developer  should  acquire 
the  property  from  the  BRA  at  no  cost  and  the  value  of  the 
affordable  units  built  should  be  directly  proportionate  to 
the  value  of  the  property.,--^ 

3.  T>ie  Community  Development  Corporation  should  te  tl^e  immediate 
non-profit  neighborhood  association.  Tliis  will  insure  that 
needy,  low  income  residents  in  the  immediate  area  are  given 
an  opportunity  to  o\m. 

We  would  be  loolcing  for  affordable  condo  units  to  sell  for: 


1  iDedroom 

2  loedroom 

3  bedroom 


$40,000.00 

$80,000.00 

$120,000.00 


Tliese  units  can  only  be  owned  by  the  occupant.  Tliey  are  not 
to  be  owned  and  rented  by  the  Boston  Housing  Authority. 

Tlie  only  title  restriction  would  be  a  provision  tliat  the 
future  appreciation  of  these  units  be  governed  by  some  indejc 
(i.e.  cost  of  living,  Greater  Boston  Real  Estate  Board 
appreciation  rates)  so  that  they  will  al-irays  remain  affordable. 

Lujcury  condominium  development  is  discouraged.  Developers 
should  build  basic,  well  constructed  units  on  the  lower  end 
of  the  marlcet. 

Developers  should  have  a  proven  track  record  in  the  South  End 
for  quality  of  work,  community  involvement,  financial  stability 
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and  most  importantly  the  ability  to  complete  tiie  project  in 
a  timely  manner. 

South  End  community  vide  meetings  (the  no  name  canmittee) ,  in 
our  opinion,  are  unproductive.  Tlie  BRA  should  go  directly  to 
the  residents  of  the  immediately  impacted  area,  the  primar\' 
and  directly  abutting  neigii]x3rhood  associations,  to  further 
refine  Request  For  Proposals  and  then  issue  them  to  the 
develoiOTent  community.  T\\e   primary'  and  directly  abutting 
neigliborhood  association's  should  have  the  primary'  voice  in 
final  developer  designation. 

Tlie  development  of  commercial  space  along  Washington  Street 
should  be  )cept  to  a  minimum.   Tliere  already  pv-j  <;■!-=:  a  gim-  nf 
commercijil  space^^need  of  renQ\^tion  on  Washington.  Sliavmut , 
Tremont,  Columbus,  and  Mass.  Avenue.  New  building  should  be 
Icept  residential,  o\vTier  occupied,  affordable  condominiums. 


SPECIFIC  PARCELS 

PARCEL  RC-9 

Tlie  Blackstone/FranJclin  Square  Neigliborhood  Association  does  not 
recognize  Mayor  Fl\Tin's  direct  designation  of  Parcel  RC-9.  We 
stand  firm  for  affordable  home  oivnership  for  this  parcel  according 
to  t'ne  above  mentioned  guidelines. 

The  developer  of  this  parcel  should  be  required  to  pro\''ide  fxinding 
to  upgrade  Parcels  RD-50  and  30  for  community  gardens.  Tliis  includes 
briclc  vrallovays,  raised  planting  beds,  \rater  spigots,  and  appropriate 

fencing. 

PAJ^CEL  PD-60 

To  remain  community  garden  vithi  renovation  by  de^'eloper  of  Parcel 
RC-9 .  .  Reguest  for  proposals  from  non-profit  gardeners  only . 


PARCEL  30 

To  remain  community  garden  vith  reno\'ation  by  developer  of  Parcel 
RC-9.  Request  for  proposals  from  non-profit  gardeners  only. 

PARCEL  RE-~B 

-  OvvTier  occupied  affordable  condominiums  according  to  the  previously 
mentioned  guidelines. 

-Only  ICP/o   should  be  3  bedroom  or  larger  units.       -— 

-  Public  open  space  in  center  or  behind  row  houses  oiT=^Si\awmut  Avenue, 
with  private  maintenance. 
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P.ARCEL  R-llC 


-  0\vTier  occupied  affordable  condominiums  according  to  previous 
guidelines. 

-  No  commercial  space 

-  Bro\%'ristone  facades 


Resoectfullv  sutaitted, 


Michael  A.   Tavares,    Cliairman 

Blackstone/Franlclin  Square  Neigliborhood  Association 

Develooment  Committee 
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UNITED  SOUTH  END  SETTLEMENTS 
HaiTlet  Tubman  House 

B66  Columbus  Avenue 
Boston,  MA  021 18 

Fr.eda  Garcia  (jq^tj^  536-8610 

Executive  Director  ^  •' 

December  30,  1986  HAWD  DELIVERED 

Mr.  Stephen  Coyle,  ExecntlTe  Director 
Boston  Rederelopment  Authority 
One  City  Hall  Plaza 
Boston,  Massachusetts 


Dear  Mr.  Coyle: 

In  a  9  month  process  in  which  the  Bra  and  the  South  End/Lower  Roxbnry 
community  have  discussed  the  goals  and  objectires  of  SENHI  and  the 
development  of  the  Washington  Street  Corridor,  a  comproBise  position 
has  been  recommended  by  the  Af f ordability  Committee  formed  at  one  o5 
the  SENHI  community  meetings.   That  compromise  is  that  2/3  of  the  uaits 
produced  in  SENHI  should  be  affordable,  this  vould  mean  that  anits 
produced  vould  be  1/3  market  rate,  1/3  moderate  and  1/3  low  income.   Ve 
urge  the  BRA  to  adopt  this  moderate  recofflmendatlon. 

Further,  in  order  to  give  Community  Development  Corporations  an 
opportunity  to  compete  with  for-profit  developers,  we  urge  that  the 
time  frame  of  90  days  for  submission  of  proposals  be  extented  to  120 
days.   In  addition  if  "cooperatives"  are  going  to  be  encouraged  the  BRA 
needs  to  include  in  the  RFP  that  it  will  provide  technical  assistance 
to  any  developer  proposing  this  type  of  development.   If  ownership 
opportunities  are  going  to  be  extended  to  all  income  groups 
cooperatives  are  the  only  form  that  will  include  lower  income  groups  in 
an  equity  position.   We  are  confident  that  the  BRA  will  respond 
positively  to  these  concerns.   If  you  have  any  questions  please  contact 
■e  at  236-8668. 

Sincerely , 

len  Wade,  Coordinator  of 

Housing  and  Neighborhood  Development 

cc:  Mr.  Robert  Farrell,  Chair,  BRA  Board  of  Directors 


Children  s  Art  Center  Rutland  Street  Center  Family  Lite  Progrann  Camp  Hale 

36  Rutland  Street  48  Rutland  Street  2 1  Monsignor  Reynolds  Wav  Center  Sandwich.  N  H 

536-9666  536-2840   536-2842  '---40-7 
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UNITED  SOUTH  END  SETTLEMENTS 
Harriet  Tubman  House 

866  Columbxis  Aveniie 
Boston,  MA  02118 

Fr.eaa  Garcia  (617)  636-8610 

Executive  Director 

December  30,  1986  HAND  DELIVERED 

Mr.  Stephen  Coyle,  ExecntiTC  Director 
Boston  RedeTelopment  Aathority 
One  City  Hall  Plaza 
Boston,  Massachusetts 

Dear  Mr.  Coyle: 

In  a  9  month  process  in  which  the  Bra  and  the  South  End/Lower  Eozbar] 
community  have  discussed  the  goals  and  objectires  of  SENHI  and  the 
development  of  the  Washington  Street  Corridor,  a,  conproBtise  position  , 
has  beT  rprnmmended  bv  the  Af f ordabilitT  Committee  termed  at  one  of-_ 
the  SENHT  rommiiTT' <-y  ."oaf-i^pc. — That  compromise  is  that  2/3  of  the  units 
produced  in  SENHI  should  be  affordable,  this  would  mean  that  units 
produced  would  be  1/3  market  rate,  1/3  moderate  and  1/3  low  income.   We 
urge  the  BRA  to  adopt  this  moderate  recommendation. 

Further,  in  order  to  give  Community  Development  Corporations  an 
opportunity  to  compete  with  for-profit  developers,  we  urge  that  the 
time  frame  of  90  days  for  submission  of  proposals  be  extented  to  120 
days.   In  addition  if  "cooperatives"  are  going  to  be  encouraged  the  BRA 
needs  to  include  in  the  RFP  that  it  will  provide  technical  assistance 
to  any  developer  proposing  this  type  of  development.   If  ownership 
opportunities  are  going  to  be  extended  to  all  Income  groups 
cooperatives  are  the  only  form  that  will  include  lower  income  groups  in 
an  equity  position.   We  are  confident  that  the  BRA  will  respond 
positively  to  these  concerns.   If  you  have  any  questions  please  contact 
me  at  236-8668. 

Sincerely , 

len  Wade,  Coordinator  of 

Housing  and  Neighborhood  Development 

cc:  Mr.  Robert  Farrell,  Chair,  BRA  Board  of  Directors 


Chiiaren  s  An  Center  Rutland  Street  Center  Fam.iy  Life  Program  Camp  Hale 

36  Rutland  Street  48  Rutland  Street  2 1  Monsignor  Reynolds  Way  Center  Sandwich.  N  H 

536-9666  536-2840   536-2842  ""=   '047 
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ru  Tw:  I'.osTOH  im:ofvi;i.oi'mknt  Auruokirv 

Tho   WiisL   (?oii(;i)ril   SurocL   MomDowiirrs   Assoc  wj Li  "^ii   n.cL  on   Oirl.obor    '/'] .    I'iCG    in 
tlisciiss   i.lio   lUJA   proposed   Soiil.li   KiiJ   rsn  !nl>!j<irnoo(J   ilousini;    IniLialivo.      Tlin 
AiS:.oi;  ini  i  on    ri;iii:hcil    l.lin    i"oll(>wM!i;    r.i)n'.  lus  ions   .'nid    rRComnicndu  L  i  oiis  : 


COMMUNITY    I'MM'ICll'ATION    I'kOL'llSS 

•  SouLh    l!nd    ni;  ii;lil)orhood   assoc  i  a  L  i  oiis    in    ihn   uroii   o!'    Lho    [innnl;;   proposed    Tor 
(love  lopmcnl,   should   liuvc    Lhn   i»ritn..ry    rulo    in   siiapiiu;    Llio  iWjvc  lopmnnL   i;uid(  linens 
nnd   rnv'KiwiiiK   awti   iipprovim;   novolopors  p^opo^;l^ls■   Cor    Lht;   pijri;t;ls. 

•  N(:ii;hl)nrlu>()d   assouiiil  ions   nave   served   *o  1 1    in    this  cnpaciLy    Tor   sevcrul 
yenrs  bncnusi;    iL  ni(>uns   vhr;    msidnrils   r.-^sL    innncd  iiitn  ly    iripucl.c^d 

by    I. he   dovolopmenL    h.ivo    lho    ;;i.roiii;'^si    -oi-'c. 


DKviji.oi'MKNT  (:uii)i:i.iNi-:s 

•  The  amotml   ol    iiliordablc;    (below   markni.)    housiiii:   unils"   on   o.ich    siK;   shou  i  d   he 
hnsod    solely    on    Lho    wrilo   down    of    lho    value    of    proporly    pioviilod    by    Llio    h'tlS    lo 
Lhe   ilevcloper. 

o     To  oxpodiLn  dove  l(»pnicnL   of    Lho   siLes,    proposals   from    rosponsiblo   privaii* 
developers   should   bo   QccopLcd   wiihouL    iioposini;   on    Lhcoi   ponalLios  or 
rosLr  iclions   rociuirini;   HBi:,    CUL"  or   non-proliL   owncrshiD   pari  icipjiL  ion . 

•  I'he  re<iu  i  rciui'iiLs  of  Lhe  Boston  /.onini;  Codi;  should  covcjrn  lhe  dcvc  I  opniiMiL 
proposals.  In  I'.irL  icii  lar ,  parcels  in  Lhis  area  should  be  limiLiMl  by  Lho 
rnipj  i  remenLs   of   nn   11-2   DisLricL. 

•  New   lonsLrui.l ion   on    Lho   WnshinijLon   SirocL   parcels   should   not.    Jiu.ludo 
f;oinmor(;)al    dovelopinonl.      AdcsquaLc   opporLuniLies   arc   already   availabl'.-   w'Lhin 
exisLini:  buildini;s   for   small    miiKliborhood  coinniercial   uses. 

•  Now   i.oiislriicLion   on   kashiniiton   SlreeL   area   parcels   should  In;  enLir(Hy 
residcnLial    in   ordor    lo    link    Lhe   oxisiintr    jsolaLed    rosidenLia!    blocks    in    Lhe 
area.      This   will    sLrcnuthen    Lho   residential   charac'.cr  ol"   Lhe  area   which   has 
been   diviilod    by    i  nsL  i  Lu  L  i  ons .    vacanl    land    and    Lho    MBTA    Orani;e    Lino    Lrack:;. 

o       lhe   disLrihulion    ol    dwollinc,    unil    s  i /.o    should    noL   b(;   airei;L(;d    by    parcel     locaLlon. 

•  llomeownership   should   be   onr.ouraitco .    irc  iud  infrconsideraLion   of   coopor.iLlvo 
housini;   dove  lopinoni  s  and   l:onvorsior>^; . 

•  Uinh^r   no  c  i  rcumsLances   sha  I  I    »osLon   lloosim:   AuLhorily  niirchnse   hi)ijs.ijTi:  'Jnils 
wi  ihTn   aiij^   (icvciloprn'oiiL   as  a   iiKnir.s   of    finain.ini;    Lhi:   affordable   uni  l  s_. 
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cuHMi'MS  ON  i)i:vi:i.()|'mi;nt  I'Mv'CKi.  (;u!D!:!.iNi:s  \-uu  I'ai,'Ci:i.s   in  this  awka 


i'Mn:i:i.  vc-')  and  30: 

•  I^c   W(;sl.   Coni.oril   Slrcci    lloincowncrs   Assoi.iaLion    is   MduuiaiiLly   opposed    Lo    iho 
Tree-  of  -l.i  To    low    i  iii:onic   rn.usin);   pt,  jc.ji 

•  We    siiptiorL    housini;    on    Lhis    siL<:   t.oiis  i  :■.  i..:v  i    w  i  i  h    Lho    i;onorLil    i;u  i  do  I  i  iics 
1  I  sl.f'il    abovr; . 


I'AkCKI.    JOA: 

•  wo    r(;  Joel    |);irl.i;jl    dos  i  i;iiai- i  of'    uf    Ln  i  s    s  i  l(^    for    Lho   Trpo-of-Li  To   i>roj":(:L. 

r      »'o   propose    ihciL  a   porl.ion   oT    Iho   properly   be  oirerciJ    Lo   ubuLLinij   property 
ownor:;   on    W.NcwLon   SlrccL    for     i.hc   use   us   tjuckyard    space.      This   will    provide 
noodod    provii.e   open    space    Tor    res  i  don  is   and   a   biirfer    I'roni    Llie   garden    ploLs. 

•  lie.    support   some    corimun  i  ty    Kardon    pioty    providoil    Lhoy    arc;    pleasingly    foticed 
anil    lOr  ii-i  I ''7.^J    manai;oraont    ■;■''•!  ro!s    dtj    roqni--d 

i'\kCKi.  kt  It:  - 

«      This    '  <:5„t:iat iofi    supported    <<•     aov{Hopme!'.t   of    this   site   by   Oldi;   Hoston 

■^-isiordl  i  (,of;    ^hen    it    nas   aautrV'i^eci    loo    years    ai;o.       W(!    continue    to    support 
i.owiihou,^  di: v>^l opinon I.   consisi.or't    »«it,n    the   above   guidelines. 

<•      W(;    rrjvrcl    Vr<i.     ^r.3poseu   c(>niiii(;rcii^  ■    s:;acc   and    increased    density   and    hcii;hl 

(inits    of    LU*     \-2    /oriini;    u  i  ~       id 

I'Ak'CKI.    ki:-7P,: 

•  *o  support  tlio  South  iinri  cIox.-oul  rUin  proposa  i  for  n  passive  public  park. 

e   Wo  support,  as  an  alternative,  housinj;  on  the  site  consistent  with  the  above 
f;on(!ra  I  nu  ide  I  i  nes. 

o  W(i  do  not  want  a  heavy  concentre'- ior-  ot  three  bedroom  apartments  on  this 
site  but  rather  a  uniform  distribution  of  unit  si'/.cs  consistent  with  market 
dcimanfl . 

o   Decks  should  be  discouraijed  in  favor  of  private  open  space  on  site.   Decks 
wlion  ni;cessary  in  now  cons  true  ti-on  lo  (ncot  zoninii  code  rcqulrcracnts  for  open 
space  should  be  allowed  only  if  i-iu-y  are  not  visible  from  public  street  and  only 
as  a  last  resort. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


West  Concord  Street  liomeo»incrs  AssocialLon 
October  27,  TJCG 
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TO   Tin:   ROSTOH    l.'KOKVKl.OI'MKNT   AUTItOKlTY 

Thn   Veal   Concord   SLrncl.   Ilomcowtiors'   Association   itiCL  on   Ocl.otior    >*.!,    I'!f,n    to 
discuss   i.lin   \Hl\  proposed  Sout.h   Kiid   Noichborhood   Ileus  jni:    Ini  L  ifit  i  vc .      Tim 
AssociaLion    reached    Lhf!   followini;  conclusions  and    rocommcnduLions: 

COMMUNITY    I'MMMCII'ATION    PKOCi;SS 

•  SouLh   lind    n<;  ii;lib()rhood   ussociaLions    in    l.hn   area   of    Lho   imrcnls   proposed    Tor 
dove  lopmeiiL   should    have    Lho   jirimury    role    in   sn.ipini:    Llio   litivo  lopinonL   i;uidc!inos 
and    rcviciwini;   and   approvini;   ilovolnpcrs   propo:;ais    for    t.hn   parcels. 

/^ 

•  Nc  ii:hbnrlio()il   assoi:  jal  ions   have;   served   *c  1 1    in    this  capacity    Tor   sisvcral 
years  bncausc;    it  raeuns   thn   rtisidnnts  most    innncd  iatn  I  y    impacted 
by    the  development   have   the   stroin:nst   voice. 

DKVi-:i.OPMKNT   f.U  ll)i;i.  I  NKS 

•  The  amount   ol    alTordable   (below  market)   housinc  un-its  on  each   sit(>  should  be 
based   solely   on    the   write  down   of    the   value  of   property   piovideiJ   by    the   WHS    to 
the   developer. 

•  To  expedite  (levclopncriL  of   the  .sites,    proposals  froin   rospoiisible  private 
developers   should   be   accepted   without    iraposini;   on    them   penalties  or 
restrictions    reiiuirini;   MKI!.    CDC  or   non-prol"it   ownership   participation. 

•  I'hi!  r(;(|u  i  r(!iiiiMiLS  of  the  lioston  /.oninij  Code  should  govern  the  dcvc  lopnieriL 
proposals.  In  particular,  parcels  in  this  area  should  b(!  limitiid  by  the 
re(|u  i  rements   of   an   11-2   District. 

•^     New   construction   on   the  Washington   Street   parcels   should   not   jncluile 

commercial   development.      Adijquaie   opportunities   are   alr(>aily   available   within 
existint:  buildings   for  small   neighborhood  comnerciai  uses. 

•  New   coii.struct  ion   on   i^ash  Ini;  ton   Street  area   parcels   should   h(!  entirely 
residential    In   order    to    link    the   exlstinj;    isolated    residential    blocks    in    the 
<iren.      Thi;;   will    .strengthen    the   residential   character   of   the  area   which   has 
bi:i;n   divided    by    institutions,    vacant    land    and    the    MliTA    Ornniie   Line    track;;. 

•  The   d  isLr  ibuLion    ol    dwellim;    unit    s  i /.c   should    not   be   alfected   tiy    parcel     location. 

•  llomeown(!rship   should   be   encouraired  .    inc  lud  incconsiderat  ion   ol    cooperative 
hoiisini;   dcvc  lopmeni.s  and   i;oriversions. 

•  Under   no   c  i  rirumstanctis   sha  I  L   Rosto.n   liousim;   Authority  ULLfi^ilOSL^  llillliLLili:  iULLL« 
wi  I  h[n   a  in   dcvelopm'ent  as  a   means   of    financial;    the   affordable  uni  I  ^;  . 
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cD^-Mi-.srs  ON  ui:vKi.i)i>"i-;Nr  l'^kt!■:l.  cl  idkuni-.s  i-uk  i-\kCi;i.s   in   riiis  auka 


l'Mrji:i.    kC-'J    AND    30: 

•  'l^c    H(;s|.   Ct>ni.<)r(i    SlrccL    Homeowners    Assoc  iai  ion    is    ndainunl  ly    OQposcd    U)    Lhc 
Trcc-or  -l.i  To    low    i iic.oac   »Gusini:   prr.  jt;.  i . 

•  «!'    siii'pori.    housini;    on    Lhis    site    i.-.):is  i :  n  "  i    i^  i  i  h    inc.    KoiicrLi  I    i;uiiln  linos 
I  I  sLimI    ;it)()vo  . 


I'AkCKI.    30A: 

•  Wo    r(;joil    pnrLial    d(;s  ii;naL  lor.   of    Lhis    s  i  lo    Tor    i.ho    i'roo-or-l.i  fo   project. 

•  *o    proposo    IhaL   u    porl.ion   i)f    l  ho    proporLy   bo   offorcd    Lo   ubuLLiniJ   proporLy 
()wn(;rs   oti    W.Sowlon   SLrooL    lor     Lno   uso   as   hnckyard    spauo .      This   will    provide 
noodod    provii.o   opon    space    for    rosidenls   and   a   bufror    from    Lhe   ijarden    pioLs. 

•  »o    siippori    joflie    conimun  I  ly    Kardnn    piotr    oro^/idrMl    Lh(>y    are    pleasingly    foruMMl 
jnrl    for  ,-•('■' 7_i;J    rianai;omenl,    """iroiv    or^    reQui'"d 

l'AkCi:i.    k!  I-C 

•  This    '■s^ciaLion    supporLOd    '  r-     ar  v(;  i  opmonL    oi    Lhis    site    by    01  do    Boston 
-^si  or.ji  i  oiAf;    when    it    -a-S    aav«:r  Ti  sod    two    years    a(;o         We    (.(ini.inuc    Lo    supporL 
t.(iwnhoi-_^   dnv^l  opinent.    consisLora    >»  i  t,h    the    above    n'-J  i  df> '  i  "(^s  . 

•  Wo    roj»?i;l,  Vi-a.      ^r^po^eu    comnii.rci'i  ■    s:iai:e   and    increased   densiLy   and    hcir.hL 

hmiLS    oT    i.;,«,     l-<i    /.oninc    Diy       ii;l. 

I'AkCKI,    ki:-7P.: 

•  Wo  supporL  lIk;  SouLh  l-'.nrl  Cl()>..-i)u(  I'lan  proposal  i Or  a  passive  publii;  park. 

•  HO    supporL.  a;;  an  alLcrnaLive.  housini;  on  Lhe  siLc  coiisisLonL  wil.h  Lhc  above 
i;ennr  a  I  en  i  fin  I  i  nos. 

0   Wo  do  noL  wanL  a  heavy  concenLrci  ior  c!  ihrec  bedroom  aparLincnts  on  '.his 
siLo  buL  raLher  a  unirorm  disLribuL.on  of  unit  sizes  consisLcnL  t*  i  Lh  markoL 
demand . 

o   Decks  should  be  d iscouraced  in  favor  of  privaLe  open  space  on  siLe.   Decks 
when  nofressary  in  new  construcLiwO  lo  n;0CL  7.on  Lnfi  code  rcquiromcnLs  for  opon 
space  should  be  allowed  only  if  -hey  are  noL  visible  from  public  strocL  and  only 
as  a  lasL  resorL. 


U'ospocLfully  submiLLed. 

WesL  Concord  SLrceL  Homeowners  Assoc iaL  ion 
OcLober  27.  I'Jfto 
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i(   4  9   a 
■a 


December  22,  1986 


In  TesDonse  to  the  BRA's  December  i5th  meeting,  the  West  Concord  Street 
Homeowner's  Association  resubmits  its  original  recommendation  of  October 
27,  1986.   In  addition,  we  wish  to  expanc  our  original  comments  in 
response  to  the  3RA's  proopsed  changes  ana  tneir  request  for  comment. 

A.   Any  local  resident  property  owner  in  the  South  End  who  wishes  to 
participate  in  this  competition  should  be  given  equal  treatment  as  CDCs, 
Non-Profits  and  Minority  Businesses.   Npt  to  do  so  is  prejudicial  and 
is  offensive  to  many  cf  these  qualified  developers  and  professionals  who 
have  committed  their  cash  and  their  time  in  investing  in  the  South  End  and 
in  making  it  a  more  livable  and  desirable  place.    Equal  treatment  for 
tnese  individuals  must  be  part  of  the  SENHI  process  if  this  process  is 
to  have  any  legitimacy.   In  addition,  this  would  encourage  mainstream 
South  Enders  who  have  proven  trade  records  to  develop  affordable  housing. 

3.   We  oppose  any  funds  being  set  up  to  assist  these  paper  entities  in  the 
development  process.   It  is  our  opinion  that  this  money  can  be  better  spent 
by  reducing  the  cost  of  the  lane  to  tne  aeveloper  or  in  a  direct  cash, 
contribution  to   the  housing  consumer.   This  wealth  which  belongs/to  all 
the  taxpayers  of  Boston  should  be  used  to  lower  housing  costs  to  the 
consumer,  not  to  fund  another  questionable  social  program  in  the  form 
of  technical  assistance.    Certainly  their  is  enough  talent  in  the  ninth 
floor  of  City  Hall  to  offer  what  ever  help   is  needed. 

C.   We  wish  to  reiterate  our  position  that  the  primary  source  of  subsidy 
will  come  from  the  value  of  the  lanq.   We  question  the  wisdom  ,  layering 
subsidy  program  after  subsidy  program  to  create  project  housing.   Not 
only  is  it  socially  questionable  and  unwanted  by  neighbors  but  it  is 
costly  anq  may  never  be  built.   In  addition  it  contradicts  the  BRA's 
previous  statement  that  the  committment  for  subsidized  housing  has  been 
met  in  its  report,  Housinq  in  the  South  End.  We  therefore  take  stong 
issue  with  the  BRA's  attempt   to  up  their  income  guidelines  from  thirty- 
five  to  fifty  to  seventy-five  percent.   It  is  our  position  that  the 
amount  and  degree  of  af fordability  will  vary  from  project  to  project  and 
a  cap  on  the  subsidy  will  be  determined  by  the  value  of  the  land.   Once 
it  has  been  determined  how  much  subsioy  tne  cost  of  land  can  support  , 
then  the  rest  pf  the  units  should  float  with   the  market.    We  need  the 
invisible  hand  of  the  marKet  not  the  heavy  hand  of  government  intervention 
to  create  housing. 


Finally,  this  association  has  grave  fears  that  the  entire  SENHI  process  is 
slanted  against  responsible  housing.   We  see  a  process  that  has  become 
increasingly  politicized  where  the  primary  gpal  is  not  to  build  responsible 
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TDusina    C'ljt    to    woo    certaii 


:cnstitjencies 


'■:5ny  of   the  neighbors  of  th.s  ^^o.^leow^.er '  s  Association  are  veterans 
:■'  "ne  housing  wars  of  the  seventies.   I^  >our  '^cency  and  this 
--dmi'^istration  does  not  start  to  exercise  contrci  and  prudence  and 
•air-.c.-s  in  the  housing  ociicv.  -/jg  z  :  ~    C'redict  a  return  of  that 

^nfcrtunate  eooch. 


with  regards, 


West  Concord  Street 
riomeowner's  Association 

95  If  jest  Concord  Street 


=. icarcc  Millet 
Catnerine  Dexter 
Donald  Gillis 
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December  22,  1986 


-^    "esDonse  to  the  BRA's  Decemoer  15th  meeting,  the  West  Concord  Street 
Homeowner's  Association  resubmits  its  original  recommendation  of  October 
27,  1936.   In  addition,  we  wish  to  expand  our  original  comments  in 
resDonse  to  the  BRA's  proposed  changes  and  their  request  for  comment. 

-.   Any  local  resident  property  owner  in  the  South  End  who  wishes  to 
Darticioate  in  this  competition  should  be  given  equal  treatment  as  CDCs, 
Non-Profits  and  Minority  Businesses.   Not  to  do  so  is  prejudicial  and 
is  offensive  to  many  of  these  qualified  developers  and  professionals  who 
"ave  committed  their  cash  and  their  time  in  investing  in  the  South  End  and 
in  maKing  it  a  more  livable  anq  desirable  place.    Equal  treatment  for 
these  individuals  must  be  part  of  the  SENHI  process  if  this  process  is 
to  nave  any  legitimacy.   In  aodition,  this  woulb  encourage  mainstream 
South  Enders  who  have  proven  trade  records  to  develop  affordable  housing, 

B.   -je  oppose  any  funds  being  set  up  to  assist  these  paper  entities  in  the 
development  process.   It  is  our  opinion  that  this  money  can  be  better  spent 
by  reducing  tne  cost  of  the  lano  to  tne  developer  or  in  a  direct  cash, 
contribution  to   the  housing  consumer.   This  wealth  which  belongs,co  all 
the  taxpayers  of  Boston  should  be  used  to  lower  housing  costs  to  the 
consumer,  not  to  fund  another  questionable  social  program  in  the  form 
of  technical  assistance.    Certainly  their  is  enough  talent  in  the  ninth 
floor  of  City  Hall  to  offer  wnat  ever  help   is  needed. 
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1 0  'J  5  1  n  G  0  U 


:erti 


;  n  c  1  e  s 


Many  cf   the  neighbors  of"  this  Mcmeomner's  Association  are  veterans 
:'  :^ie  ncjsinc  .jars  of  tne  seveniies.   I"  your  Age-ncy  and  this 
•  orii^istrstion  does  not  start  to  exercise  conrrc]  and  prudence  and 
"airless  i"  the  housing  ooiioy,  we  oa"  orecJict  a  return  of  that 

.p'^crt'-nate  eoocn. 


with  regards, 

West  Concord  Street 
Homeowner's  Association 
95  west  Concord  Street 


.  n  e  -'  e  X  t  e  r 
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Nancy  Parker  Wilson 
72  Rutland  Street 
Boston,  MA    02118 

December  5,  1986 

Ms.  Kathy  Dexter 

Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

9th  Floor 

One  City  Hall  Square 

Boston,  MA    02201 

Dear  Kathy, 

I  am  responding  to  your  question  posed  Wednesday  night  at  the 
SENHI  meeting  regarding  the  slowing  down  of  the  RFP  dispersal 
process  for  Phase  II.  [we  should  not  slow  down  the  process  for 
dispersal  of  the  RFP' s  for  the  Phase  II  lots. 

The  are  several  general  reasons  which  include: 

the  fact  that  the  program  has  become  so  cumbersome  and  that 
it  has  been  talked  about  for  years. 

the  creation  of  housing  and  public  amenities  so  desperately 
needed. 

the  crime  hazard  posed  by  many  of  these  lots  relating  to  both 
activities  that  occur  within  the  lot  and  damage  done  to 
abutters'  property. 

There  are  also  personal  circumstances  that  I  must  address  as  a 
south  end  resident.  (Please  find  attached  the  most  recent 
material  regarding  the  project.) 

My  husband,  Bill  Wilson,  and  I  reside  at  72  Rutland  Street  which 
abuts  the  74-76  Rutland  Street  lot  and  is  two  doors  from  the  68 
Rutland  Street  lot.   Bill  has  owned  the  72  Rutland  Street 
building  since  1970  and  has  been  very  involved  with  the 
circumstances  of  the  adjacent  lot  which  includes: 

An  urban  renewal  infill  house  constructed  during  the  mid-70 's 
urban  renewal  project  and  torn  down  at  the  request  of  the  Rutland 
Street  Neighborhood  Association  because  of  the  inappropriate 
architectural  character  of  the  building.   The  R.  S.  N.  A.  also 
submitted  plans  at  one  time  in  the  mid-70 's  to  develop  a  small 
playground  in  that  lot. 
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The  most  recent  phase,  from  1983  and  since  I  have  been  residing 
at  72  Rutland  Street,   with  the  support  of  the  Rutland  Street 
Neighborhood  Association,  we  have  been  corresponding  with  various 
members  of  the  B.  R.  A.  about  the  status  of  the  vacant  lots.   Our 
most  recent  correspondence,  since  1984,  has  been  with  Maria 
Faria.   Marilyn  Lee-Tom  has  also  been  involved. 

Presently,  on  file  for  Rutland  Street  you  have  our  proposal  for 
housing  which  was  submitted  before  the  public  introduction  of 
SENHI  and  any  written  development  of  an  RFP .   Also  on  file  is  a 
proposal  submitted  by  Mike  Folsom  of  66  Rutland  Street  pertaining 
to  development  of  68  Rutland  Street.   Both  the  Folsoms  and  the 
Wilsons  have  been  long  time  residents  of  the  South  End.   We  are 
sensitive  to  the  issues  of  the  South  End  as  you  will  note  from 
the  proposals.   Some  adjustments  will  be  needed  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  the  forthcoming  RFP. 

The  Wilson  proposal  has  received  approval  from  the  South  End 
Historical  Society,  aforementioned  Rutland  Street  Neighborhood 
Association,  and  affected  neighbors  of  the  project,  i.e.  across 
the  street  or  on  West  Concord  Street.   Letters  of  endorsement 
were  written  at  the  time  of  our  submission  of  the  proposal. 

We  are  anxious  to  move  ahead.   We  have  been  committed  to  the 
South  End  for  a  long  time.  Bill  as  a  partner  at  Payette 
Associates,  an  architectural  firm,  would  very  much  like  the 
opportunity  to  build  his  own  home  and  still  live  in  the  city. 
Because  we  are  a  growing  family,  the  need  for  more  space  has 
become  a  problem  but  in  our  building  we  provide  rental  units,  as 
we  would  with  74-76.   We  would  like  to  continue  to  have  tenants 
at  72  Rutland  Street,  therefore  we  do  not  wish  to  build  up;  yet 
we  are  in  a  position  where  we  need  to  make  a  decision  as  to 
whether  we  move  or  if  we  would  be  able  to  stay  on  Rutland  Street. 

We  have  worked  hard  at  developing  a  good  plan  for  Rutland  Street. 
Our  street  happens  to  have  a  high  percentage  of  vacant  space. 
There  are  also  serious  safety  factors  with  the  vacant  lots 
including  people  camping  out  in  the  lot;  collapsed  and  vandalized 
cars  behind  the  lot  and  our  house;  drinking  and  liquor  bottles; 
grass  that  grows  10  feet  high  in  the  summer. 

We  have  tried  to  maintain  the  property  to  the  extent  that  it  can 
still  be  walked  through  the  year. 

Thank  you  and  I  sincerely  hope  the  program  can  continue  along  the 
present  schedule  as  much  as  possible.   Until  recently  we  had  been 
told  that  the  lot  would  be  advertised  in  September,  1986. 
We  are  absolutely  commited  to  the  project  and  we  also  need  to 
move  forward . 
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Sincerely , 

Nancy  Parker  l«?ilson 


Stephen  Coyle 
Ricardo  A.  Millett 
Peter  Dreier 
Tom  Snyder 
Maria  Faria 
Marilyn  Lee-Tom 
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Rutland 
Street 

RUTLAND  STREET  ASSOCIATION 
MEETING 


Date  (Fecha):   Weonesday,  July  24 
Time  (hora):    7:30  p.m. 
Place  (Lugar):  AS   Rutland  St. 

AGENDA 

I.  Introaucti on,  Presiaent  of  tne  I.   Introaucci on,  Presiaente  ce  la 

association,  Asociacion 

II.  Presentation  of  proposed  plans  II.  Presentacion  de  planes  propuestos 

of  houses  to  be  built  on  para  construcciones  en  los 

empty  lots  .at  68,  74  and  76  solares  vacios:  numeros  66, 

Rutland  Street.  74  y  76  de  la  Rutland  St. 

III.  Association,  general  discussion.  III.  Discusion  general  soleve  la 

asociacion, 

IV.  Otner.  IV.  Otros. 

hine  and  beer  will  be  served.  Se  servira  cervesa  y  vino. 
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R'J'.AND   STREl"   Nl:GHBORHOOC  ASSOCIATION 

MEETING  MINLTES 

July  li,    1985 

South  End  Settlement  House 
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48 

Rutland 
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-  Settlemen-  house 


SLWARY 


-  Meeting  called  to  oraer 

-  Motion  passed  to  suDoort  two  oropcsals  for  residents 

to  aeveloD  Rutland  St.  lets. 

-  Ag'-eed  to  have  indiviauais  "-eDresentati ves  tackle  a'-eas 

of  concern  for  next  meeting,  (no  motion) 
Trash  --  Kitty  Schylling 
Trees  --  Bill  '^'ilson 
Parking  --  Charlie  Durioaugh 
Steet  Lamos  --  Claucia  McClintock 
SiaewalKS  --  Ksy  Gi:)os 

-  Motion  passed  tc  schecule  tne  next  meeting  for  tne  first 

week  in  Seotember. 

-  Meeting  adjournec 
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1.  President  opened  neeting  at   7:40  p.rr.. 

2.  Bill    Wilson   and  Mike   Folsom,    two   lonctinie  resi  dents  _of_^ 

Rutland  St.,   Dresented  proDOsals   for  ouilcings   at    /--/6 
Rutland  St.    and  at  68  Rutland  St.,   respectively. 

The  74-76  Rutland   St.    oroDOsal    included  explanation  and 

arawinas:    owner  occupied;    designed  to  match   architectural 

fabric'of  street;   parking   in  garage  off  Newland  Place; 

5   units   total;   developer   is  owner.    History  of  lot:    original 

house  torn   down   in   the   1950's;    infill    housing   project   begun 

in   1971;    left  derelict   until    torn   down   in   1978;   neighborhood 

active   in    its   removal;   property  abutters  B.   Wilson  and 

P.    Harrison  had  submitted  proposal    to  Boston  Redevelopment 

Authority   for  open  space  development.   BRA  did  not  act  on  proposal 

BRA  currently  owns  lot  and  officials   indicate  they  would 

like  to  see  a  housing  development.   Project  status:   Plans 

reviewed  by  South  End  Historical   Society  and  the  immediate 

neighbors . 

Wilson  indicated  that  the  BRA  could  do  one  of  three  things: 

1.  reouest  proposals  and  ward  tentative  developer  status  to 

one  bidder;  2.  award  tentative  developer  status  to  the 

abuttc.i  or  3.  ao  nothing. 

Mike  Foisom  of  66  Rutland  St.  then  made  his  presentation 

for  a  building  at  68  Rutland  St.  Foisom' s  plans  show  four 

units;  it  is  also  owner/ develooer  occupied;  owner 

developers  include  Marcia  and  Michael  Foisom  and  Richard 

Bornstein  (architect).  The  builsing  is  designed  to  conform 

to  buildinas  on  the  street  and  would  be  a  replica  of  original 

building.  Historv:  Original  was  built  around  1860;  m  195Z  the 

building  burned  ';  arson)  and  then  torn  aown  by  BRA.  Da^'age 

to  abutters  was  at  abuttors' expense.  Lot  is  owned  by  BRA. 

Project  status:  submitted  proposal  and  design  approvec 

by  tno  Soutn  End  Historical  Society.  Developers  have 

submitted  proposal  to  BRA  (Deputy  Director  Richard  Garver) 

with  reouest  to  be  designated.  Informally  the  BRA  staf.  has 

indicated  it  likes  the  Broposel  but  no  action  has  been  taken  ye. 

With  conclusion  of  presentation  and  a  few  questions  and  answers 
mostly  concerninc  the  BRA,  cost  of  orojects  and  land,  Kay 
Gibbs  motioned  to  support  the  orinciole  of  tne  resioent 
develcoers'  plans. 

-v-k^v  ac^;  =  :  ---  association  wculd  eg-ee  to  have  essoci^aticn' s 
D-esident,  Charlie  Durpaugh.  wite  lette>-  on  behalf  ct  tne 
Rutland  St.  Neichbovnood  Association  stating  that  tne 
association  hes'seen  the  plans  and  suooorts  the  projects 
o-ODOsed  by  Wilson  and  Folsom/Semstein.  Before  passing 
motion  .  .  . 

Grav  s=id  nothina  eas  more  c-ucial  tnen  neighbc-hood  backing, 
price  of  land  and  getting  tne  BRA  to  supoort  tne  project. 
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Other  suggestions  were  to  have  meeting  written 
up  in  South  End  News  and  send  tne  Association's 
letter  to  the  S.E.News  and  to  the  Globe/Herald. 

Schylling  asked  if  one  asusmes  that  there  can  be 
no  park;  if  tnere  was  a  park,  there  would  be  no 
maintenance;  and  that  the  park  would  be  a  problem. 

King  wondered  what  control  the  street  had.  If  street 
approached  BRA,  does  that  mean  property  must  go 
out  for  bid? 

Wilson  said  property  does  not  have  to  go  out  for  bid  and 
that  the  street  association's  backing  would  help. 

The  motion  that  the  Association  support  plans  in 
principle  carried. 

Dumbaugh  will  then  write  letter  stating  that  the  Rutland 
Street  Neighborhood  Association  issues  support  of  the 
Wilson  and  the  Fol som/Bernstein  projects  in  principle. 
The  letter  will  be  sent  to  the  BRA,  City  Councillors, 
legislators,  and  the  South  End  News.  Folsom  said  the 
Association  woula  continue  to  be  consulted  throughout 
tne  project. 

3.  Next  topic  concerned  Rutland  Street  Neighborhood  Association 

and  tne  need  for  a  stronger  group  and  to  meet  on  a  more 
regular  basis. 

Issues  of  concern  included  trash;  dead  trees;  residential 
parking  ;  street  lignts;  and  sidewalks. 

A  meeting  just  after  Labor  Day  is  to  be  scheduled  at  which 

will  be  a  "gripe  session."  Residents  are  to  bring  in 

lists  of  items  that  need  to  be  fixed/addressed  by  public 

works,  or  traffic  and  parking,  etc.  Research  will  be  done 

on  who  from  the  City  will  talk  to  the  association  regarding 
how  to  get  things  fixed.  Tne  association  felt  a  need 
for  concrete  action. 

The  five  areas  of  concern  each  have  a  representative 
responsible  for  finding  out  how  to  solve  problem;  making 
a  list  of  the  proolems  and,  with  the  association's  help, 
solving  the  problem. 

The  problem  areas  and  their  representatives  are: 

-  Trash  --  Kitty  Schylling 

-  Irees  --  Bill  Wilson 

-  Residential  Parking  --  Charlie  Dumbaugh 

-  Street  Lights  --  Claudia  McClintock 

-  Siaewalks  --  Kay  Gibbs 

Each  representative  will  tnen  report  at  tne  September 

meetinc  on  now  their  area  snould  be  addressed  and  possible  solutions 

4.  A  motion  was  passed  to  scnedule  next  meeting  just  after  Labor  Day. 

5.  Meeting  adjourned  at  8:55. 
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Rutland  Street  Neighborhood  Association 


MEETING  MINUTES 
October  " ,  1965 
46  Rutland  St.,  United  South  End  Settlement  House 


Carolyn  B  a  w  e  n 
Eileen  Ericandi 
Charlie  Dunoaugh 
Mike  ?ol  son. 
Gladys  Gusson 
J  1  r.  K  u  0  h  e  r 
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Terry  O'Neill  266-5i6i 

Nancy  Parker  262-2220 

Kitty  Sony  lime  437-7142 

Alan  E.  Walker  536-6394 

Claudia  McC.  Walker  536-B394 

Jovce  C.  Weston  536-933C 
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s  Neighborhood  Services  liaison  (South  End), 

Lee-Toir,,  will  be  attending  the  November  7 
tion  meeting.  Questions  addressed  to  Lee-Tom 
elude:  What  can  the  Association  do  to  get 
ac  com.pli  shed  and  problems  taken  care  of  -  whai 
official  guidelines  by  the  City's  standards 
the  Association  can  do;  Sidewalks  -  repairs; 
solutions;  Trees.  Residents  cf  Rutland  St. 
ea  to  consider  other  questions  that  Lee-Tom 
rle  to  address. 


TRASH;  Terry  O'Neill  presented  a  possible  neighborhood 
citaticn.  The  notice  would  be  addressed  to  the  owner 
of  the  rrash  left  on  street  or  to  the  landlord  in 
front  of  whose  house  the  garbaoe  was  left.  There  was 
a  question  as  to  whether  the  Neighborhood  Association 
.'■.ad  rights  to  enforce  citation.  Tne  citation  issue  would 
be  addressed  at  the  next  meeting. 

TREES:  Flosom  reported  need  for  tree  pruning  to  cut 
off  lower  branches.  A  Fall  clean-up  was  discussed. 
To  plant  new  trees,  the  street  or  individual  buys  them 
and  tne  city  plants  them. 


:;THER:  Dumb  a  ugh  (President)  suggest 
with  tne  Area  D  Police  Station  and 
computer  print-out  of  crime  report 
Rutland  St.  over  the  past  year. 
Dumoaugh  also  voiced  concern  over 
Associations  regarding  development 
neighborhoods.  Cause  for  concern  b 
Boston  Redeve lopment" Author i ty  req 
St.  Association  to  evaluate  two  pr 
ty  two  developers  for  one  pro:)ect. 
studied  the  proposals,  interviewed 
suor.itted  their  recommendation  and 
tne  ctner  developer.  The  ooint  of 
deTree  do  the  Neighborhood  Assoc 
or  effect  the  decision  making  proc 
Street  Neighborhood  Association  is 
prefects  proposed  by  Rutland  St.  r 
two  Rutland  St.  sites  (Drelimmarv 


ed  working  closer 
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s  m  the  particular 
eg  an  when  the 
uested  the  Ellis 
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the  ERA  chose 
concern  is  to  what 
1  a  tion$  a  c  tua  1 1  y  help 
ess  m  the  BRA:  Rutland 

supoortmc  two 
esidents  concerning 
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7:3C,  Monday,  November  7,  46  Rutland  St. 


Marilyn  Lee-Tom.,  Neighborgood  Services, 
.  Citation,  Trash 
:  .  Other 
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f  Cr.  behalf  cf  the  BF.A  I  would  like  zc    ~r.2.~K    ycu  for  attending 

tr.e  presentation  en  tne  South  End  ^-ieigrJocrnocd  Housing 

■.■;e  are  providing  this  fcrT  and  a  pre-addressed ,  starr.ped 
envelope  for  you  to  S'UOT.it  any  additional  oorrjr.ents  cr 
questions  you  rr.ay  nave  on  specifio  features  of  the  procrar.'. 

Ecr  us  tc  have  rr.axirr.urr.  opportunity  to  incorporate  your 
oorjrents,  please  ~ail  tnis  forr,  cy  Monday,  May  12,  1966. 

Than.-;  vou  aoam  for  vour  ocnoern  and  interest. 
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r       Rutland  Street  Neichborhood  Association 


May  :•;,  1986 

^'.  s  .  M  £  r  1  £  F  a  r  1  5 

Soutr.  End  Project  Coorcmator 

Bcsror.  Redevelopment  Autnonty 

One  City  Hall  Square 

Boston, 'ma  C220i 

De  ar  Ms .  Far la  , 

At  tne  last  meeting  of  tne  Rutland  Street  Neighborhood 
Association  on  the  seventn  of  Kay,  we  discussed  tne  sale  of  the 
properties  in  tne  South  End  as  mentioned  m  your  letter  of 
April  3C,  1986  and  presented  at  tne  May  6  meeting  at  the  Boston 
Redevelopment  Autncrity.  Our  representative,  Nancy  FarKer, 
inferred  us  cf  the  details  cf  the  meetinc. 

Vv'e  are  aware  that  tne  street  will  oe  affected  as  much  as  any 
street  in  tne  Soutn  End  due  to  tne  large  amount  of  area  under 
consideration. 


.nclv,  we  intenc  to: 


1.  Communicate  our  needs  to  you  regarding  what  the  Street  would 
liKe  to  see  m  each  of  tnese  parcels. 

2.  Have  direct  involvement  in  the  review  and  approval  of  any  real 
proposals  for  tne  development  of  tne  vacant  lots. 

2.  Take  steps  to  ensure  the  efficient  and  proper  execution  of  any 
proposals.  Vie  remem.ber  what  happened  witn  tne  infill  project  of 
tne" 19~C  '  s. 

Tne  Rutland  Street  Neighborhood  A.ssociation  is  aware  cf  the  two 
proposals  froni  Residents  of  Rutland  Street,  specifically  Killiam 
Vilson  and  MiKe  Folsom.,  as  well  bs    tne  Association's  support  cf 
these  proposals. 

Ke  appreciate  the  May  6  mf ormiaticnal  presentation  and  Iook 
forward  to  continued  tsrocress. 


eiv  , 


Charles    Dum.baugh 
President 
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CONCERNED  TENANTS  OF  GRANT  MANOR 


20  East  Lenox  Street,  Apt.  403 
Boston,  MA  02118 
3e'jeT_Der  3^',  1556 
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r-ir.ity   nee.ing   held    ;r.    ■.;rven~j:;er    ?,    1986    =t.   rhe   "•.'-.^-.i-.r'-.D-i 
ashmgtcn   Streat,    Boston,    the    above -naneci    assc- i.d  ::.  ;-^    -i-'.s 
3^';ciation-i    {rcui    .  ;rr;er3   ".^eighborliood    Assooiation ,    T.r..-u,Llir 
c. '  ion    '"Bi',    Wa=r...ng-'.:;n   ;--iror    Tenants    lo':ncil,    w^r.carred 
£ii.t   ■.•'-ir.or,    ?ox5rt    Home?    Statr:..;-;    ~cnrr,itt-as ,    ind   tha    ".o.-w.is 
:.cuncii;    -.vhc    rev^svei    the    31"-"    reccrj.er.iiazicn;    fcr    the 


"I.-.'.c:      The   u-svel  vrxenr    -^f    an-."    md    all    ciibliclv-c«ned    land: 


no\ur.   oe    rcr    tne   -a.-ir.ur.i  cenetit   or    tne   c-oc-:.: 


.ir'.    .T.cixin'.rr,   flexibility. 


■•.'-lor..    wiir 


'trnoc:: 
.h    3:ven 


-3    urit: 


.\t    _ai3r    IS'i   of    the    tctal ,    cr    ona-t.-._r::   or    L.:e   arforacLO.=    .inits 
r:ir-    OS   r£3crvtd   for   f2rr.i-ies  wnos°    i.".ror.as    fall  at  or  balov   t.ne 
off-rial  poverty    level.       The   balanoe    ;50^)    of   the   affordi<ble 
anits   I'.ia^r   be   availai-le    to  movlerate    income    farailies   who^e    xncome; 
r..nge   bef-een    5C-12C"o   of    the   median    foir-iily   income   of   the   City   of 
Boston    (not    SMSA   Median). 
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:.       ;ir.;e  r.cneownersr.ip  lenas  Dcnn  3taci_it;y  ic  tr.e  r.ei^r.ccrnooc: , 
and  lends  positive  .Tiotivation  Co  residents,  every  effort  should 
be  made  to  develop  limited  equity  cooperatives,  "sweat-equity" 
cooperatives,  and  turnkey-cooperatives.   This  maintains  the  long- 
term  af fordability  of  the  housing  and  also  maintains  neighborhood 
stability . 

d.  Preference  for  occupancy  of  affordable  units  will  be  for  South- 
enders  (South  End  i  Lower  Roxbury)  and  displaced  Southenders. 

e.  We  support  the  Mayor  m  his  commitment  that  the  BRA  develop 
"SKGs"  ^Single  Room  Occupancies  or  Lodging  Houses)  on  these 
parcels. 

Z''ic    specific  sites  were  of  concern  to  all  six  associations,  and  of 
prirr.ary  concern  to  the  "cur  Corners  Meighborhcod  Association, 
V.'as.-.ir.ctcn  Tenants  Lcjncil,  and  the  Concerned  Tenants  of  Crant  Manor. 

a.  Parcel  =6  fR-12-A) :  We  are  opposed  to  a  large  parking  structure 
as  proposed  by  the  BRA.  Such  a  structure  would  enhance  the  more 
than  average  criminal  activity  in  the  area  which  the  City  has 

been  unable  to  curtail.   Hosever ,  t.he  feasibility  of  a  below  ground 
parking  facility  might  be  studied,  if  only  security  can  be  guaranteed. 
The  usage  for  parcel  R-12-A,  and  the  abutting  parcels  (tt?)  R-12-3 
i  I,  =  ?)  3  3-3,  should  be  for  affordable  housing  and  commercial.   We 
'understand  that  an  alternative  proposal  suggests  that  housing  built 
here  should  be  turned  around  so  that  the  rear  of  the  buildings  face 
^TorthaInptQn  Street.   We  oppose  this  suggestion.   The  housing  should 
face  the  street  in  the  normal  manner.   The  primary  association  for 
these  three  (3)  parcels  is  the  Concerned  Tenants  of  Grant  Manor 
with  the  Four  Corners  Meighborhcod  Associatio.n  as  the  primary 
ajDutter . 

b.  Parcel  =4  (RE-7-3) :   The  mix  of  housing  and  open  space  is  acceptable 
however,  the  housing  should  be  affordable,  and  the  open  space  be 

so  designed  as  to  prohibit  the  already  rampant  criminal  activity 
on  the  corners  of  this  block.   The  primary  associations  for  this 
parcel  are  the  Four  Corners  Neighborhood  Association  and  the 
Washington  Manor  Tenants  Council  with  the  Concerned  Tenants  of 
Grant  Ma.nor  the  primary  abutter. 

So  that  the  residents  of  the  Corridor  can  be  protected  from  the  mistakes 
of  the  development  not  taking  place  m  coordination  with  the  Boston 
Edison  Company,  the  3RA  should  not  issue  tentative  designations  until 
Boston  Edison  can  furnish  assurances  that  the  electrical  infrastructure 
of  the  Corridor  is  of  sufficient  capacity  to  withstand  the  total  develop- 
ment m  the  corridor. 

We  support  Mayor  Flynn  in  his  intententicns  and  objectives  for  Parcel  #13, 
"Tree  of  Life."   However,  we  would  recommend  a  change  in  programmatic 
design  which  will  enhance  his  ob3ectives,  and  be  maximum  benefit  to  the 
population  to  be  served.   Rather  than  congregating  the  population  to  oe 
served  on  one  site,  we  strongly  recommend  that  the  "Tree  of  Life"  flourish 
thrcuahcut  the  Corridor  with  t.ne  implementation  of  "I.nclusionary  Housing" 
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rcr  ;ic~e_ei3  :aT,:.^ie3  _r.c_uair.g  rarr.:.__es  ;:  car~3rea  --vcmen ,  en  eicr. 

and  every  r.ousmg  ccrriclex  tc  be  developed  wirhin  the  Washington  Corridor. 

The  original  parcel  oculd  then  be  used  for  niixed-use  affordable  housing. 

rrefere.nce  for  develcpr^.ent  should  be  given  to  non-profit  community 
based  orc:a.-.izations  vnich  have  been    designated  scle-develooers  bv  the 


.-.dditionally ,  vith  respect  to  de%'elopme.nt ,  ve  recommend  the  following: 

z        ~.-e  Refurn  zz    Parcels  SZ-11-5  c40  Tremcnt  Street  and  3E-55-3E66 

East  Berkeley  Street  to  Phase  II  of  the  5ENKI  Process  for  designation 
and  development  m  t.-.e  seco.nd  year. 

i.=.a-'t  of  '.■ilia  '.'iczoria,  ve  would  h  pe  -.hat  I5.A  oe  jiver  every  reascna:;le 
oppor-unity  to  develop  this  site. 

Parcel  SE-59,'SE66  known  as  the  "old  Harry  the  Greek  3lock"  was  to  be 
developed  by  the  Tenants  Development  Corporation  (TDC) .   The  Tenants 
Development  Sorpcration  has  initially  e.xpended  up-front  monies  to 
develop  a  p  =  c.-:ige  of  marker  'xnits,  affordable  oondos ,  and  Icw-mcome 

It  IS  not  our  position  that  I3.=i  or  TDC  be  designated  at  this  time  for 
these  parcels,  but  only  that  they  be  returned  to  Phase  II  for  designation 
and  development. 

0   Eased  on  recent,  negative  news  articles  as  it  relates  to  '.Jestm-inister 
Willard  and  the  proble.ms  centered  aroi:nd  the  previous  owner  and 
purchaser,  the  six  (6)  groups  have  agreed  tc  personally  review  and 
investigate  all  potential  developers  and  joint  ventures  as  they  relate 
to  cur  association.   It  has  oome  to  our  attention  that  there  are  a 
number  of  partnerships  and  proposed  joint  ventures  where  one  or  more 
of  the  2;a-rtr.«r '  s  record  as  developers /property  managers  are  questionable. 
■,<ie  would  strongly  urge  the  BRA  to  review  and  monitor  these  relationships, 
at  -he  outser  m  order  to  avoid  community  confrontations. 

■•"-  beli^vo  -h?-  hcring  is  ?  basic  ni  man  right  and  "-hat  development  plans 
for  the  corridor  must  take  into  consideration  the  needs  of  those  low  and 
moderate  income  families  and  provide  for  their  ability  to  remain  in  the 
Washington  corridor  and  our  South  End  community. 

Sincerely, 


Mary  Yeaton 
Vice-President 
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